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Foreword 


^4S 

y 0:) ^ 


These two volumes contain most of the papers read at the 
Second International Conference on Patristic Studies which met 
at Christ Church, Oxford, on 24 to 29 September, 1955. It is at 
once more and less than a verbatim report of the Conference. On 
the one hand it includes some contributions from scholars who 
expressed interest in the gathering but for various reasons were 
unable to be present in person. On the other hand, a few of the 
speakers at the Conference had already made arrangements to 
publish their contributions elsewhere, before the project of print¬ 
ing them in the present collection had become known to them; 
and for this and other reasons there are some omissions. These 
last included a few papers which did not seem to belong to the 
present collection, among them the impressive talk given in 
St. Mary’s Church by Mgr. H. F. Davis on ‘Newman et Oxford’. 
And it was not possible to record all the things, some very im¬ 
portant ajid some less important, said in the course of discussions. 
But we have every reason to believe that these two volumes as 
now published will be found sufficiently representative of the 
diverse interests of the Oxford gathering. They certainly bear 
witness both to the vitality of Patristic Studies to-day in many 
lands and to their variety, range and far-reaching ramifications. 

One session at the Conference was devoted to a series of brief 
reports on projects in the field of Patristics now in course of 
preparation or publication. These interesting surveys, presented 
by scholars who were themselves directly concerned with the 


6*J7 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



VI 


Foreword 


items in question, were of necessity of the nature of interim 
statements, likely to be soon outdated and therefore not very 
suitable for inclusion in the present collection. The majority 
of them have been incorporated in an article ‘The Literature of 
Christian Antiquity: Current Projects* in Theological Studies 
XVII (1956), pp. 67—92, where they were edited by Prof. W. J. 
Burghardt S. J., of Woodstock College, Maryland, USA. 

F. L. C. 

K. A. 


It is proposed to hold the Third International Conference on 
Patristic Studies at Christ Church, Oxford, on 21 to 26 September 
1959. 
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A Fourth-Century Deacon’s Petition 
from Theadelphia 

J. W. B. Babns, Oxford 

The present document, the property of the Egypt Explo¬ 
ration Society, by whose kind permission I publish it, is 
a petition addressed to a praepositus pagi by one Aurelius 
ZoUus son of Melas, who describes himself as a 'deacon of the 
Catholic Church’. Its contents make it clear that it comes from a 
well-known archive of documents from the village of Theadel¬ 
phia in the Fayum mostly connected with Sakaon son of Sata- 
bous, a man of numerous family and the chief power of the 
place. In the petition, which is dated A. D. 343, a year later 
than the latest of the other published texts from the archive, 
Zoilus tells us that one of his sons, Gerontius, married Nonna, 
daughter of a woman named Anou. When Gerontius was lying 
mortally ill, Sakaon, accompanied by his brothers, and with the 
collusion of Anou, forcibly entered the father’s house to abduct 
the young wife. Zoilus, as befitted his holy orders, refrained 
from resistance, but his other son Pasei, venturing to remon¬ 
strate with the intruders, was murderously attacked and barely 
escaped with his life. The feud between Sakaon and the petitioner’s 
family was of long standing; for in P. Florence 36 (republished 
by Mitteis in his Chrestomathie as No. 64), a petition to the 
Prefect of Egypt, dated 312, we hear of a similar act of violence 
perpetrated upon Zoilus’ father Melas. In that petition Melas 
says that his son Zoilus (our petitioner) had been betrothed to 
the daughter of his (Melas’) aimt; when the girl’s mother died 
and her widower, Sakaon, married again, Melas cared for the 
girl and married his son to her. Then Sakaon at his second wife’s 
instigation imdertook to upset the marriage on a pretext con¬ 
cerned with marriage settlements, and abducted the bride. 
Negotiations followed; but in spite of an agreement that after a 
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financial settlement the bride should be restored, Sakaon would 
not give her up, but was preparing to marry her to his wife’s 
nephew. Sakaon was already known to be alive and litigating in 
342 (see P. Thead. 22, 23); we see him now, at the age of at 
least seventy-three, behaving towards Zoilus’ family much as 
he had behaved thirty-one years before, and with him another 
person familiar from the Theadelphia archive, and presumably 
by now very old—Anou, the mother of Nonna, wife of Zoilus’ 
son Gerontius. The text runs: 

‘To Amelius Ision. praeposittis of the [8]th pagtis of 

the Arsinoite nome, from Aurelius Zoilus son of Melas, deacon of 
the Catholic Church, of the village of Theadelphia of the same 
nome. Those who have chosen ways of shamelessness and rob¬ 
bery, O purest of men! are deserving of the visitation of the laws. 
While my late son, named Gerontius, was still alive he entered— 
as would that he had not!—into a matrimonial alliance with a 
woman, Nonna, daughter of Annou, of the same village; thin¬ 
king that she was preserving (sic) goodwill and natural affection 
toward my family life, he (?) brought about the reverse; for, 
when my same aforementioned son was lying upon a bed of 
sickness and about to render up life’s debt, imaccountably a 
certain person named Sakaon, of the same village, took posses¬ 
sion of my private house, and by assault abducted the wife of 
this same son of mine, <the> aforementioned Nonna, and took 
her away to his own residence, wrongfully and against all the 
laws, having acquired as confederates in this great illegality 
his own brothers and the mother of the [woman], <the> afore¬ 
mentioned Annou. But this same son of mine straightway dying, 
I intended to avail myself of the (proper) course of the laws 
concerning the rash action which they had dared to commit; 
and indeed I yielded (to them), practising the inoffensive way 
of life; but for some reason, my other son Pasei seeing his grand¬ 
father ill-treated by these villainous men, and (his?) clothing 
tom with axes (?), and remonstrating with them about this, 
they on the contrary, taking up a temper villainous and full of 
madness, setting upon him also with axes and clubs, purposed to 
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deprive him of his very life; for had not an operation of fortime 
intervened, in which he by flight made an effort which saved 
his life, they would have deprived him of life, in contempt of 
the good order prevailing in these times and our inoffensive 
way of living. Since therefore they have carried off and plundered 
five hundred sheep and eight oxen and five beasts of the donkey 
kind which these same sons of mine had on lease, and I myself, 
poor wretch, am constrained by their owners to restore the 
same, I therefore present this petition, requesting that they be 
brought before you under arrest; and that, first, they may 
receive retribution for the lawless and rash deed which they 
have dared to do; and then, that they may be forced to make 
< restitution > of the aforementioned beasts; and if not, that they 
be sent away to the great court of my lord the most excellent 
jiraeses of Augustopotamia, Flavius Olympius, that appro¬ 
priate severity may be [prescribed?] against them. Farewell. 

‘In the consulship of the most illustrious Furius Placidus and 
Flavius Romulus, Pharmouthi 11th.’ 

‘I, Aurelius Zoilus, have presented (the petition). I, [.] 

son of [.], wrote it for him as he is illiterate.’ 

I have a few remarks to make upon the text: 

1. Aurelius Ision is known from P. Thead. 22 and 23 (both 
A. D. 342). 

2. Zoilus had held the office of airoXoyoQ as we see from the 
Florence papyrus and from P. Thead. 28. 

3. Before ribv vdfjuov ijie^eXevaeaygy supply <rrjg>. The omission 
of the definite article, or the substitution of xai for it, is this 
scribe’s favourite mistake; see below, 11. 8; 9; 11; 15; 25. 

5. The names Nonnus, Nonna are not native to Egypt and rarely 
occur there before the Christian period: see Bonner in Journal 
of Egyptian Archaeology, XL, 15ff.; R. Dostalova-Jenistova in 
Studia Antigua (Prague 1955), 102ff. A variant of her mother’s 
name, Avovg, is found in P. Rylands 112, from Theadelphia, a 
libellus from the Decian persecution, as that of the mother of a 
person presenting the certificate of pagan sacrifice. On the lady 
so named here, see Jouguet, Papyrus de TMadelpMe, pp. 28 and 
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42. She previously appeared as an adversary of Sakaon; by 
now she has evidently made up her differences with him. 

6. The present infinitive diaacpCeiv is probably a mistake for 
the future diaacjaeiv. If so, translate: ^thinking that she would 
preserve’, etc. vo/ilCcov must refer to the son, (Jerontius, unless we 
are to assume a serious anacoluthon. 

7. The expression ajiodovvai,, one of the 

innumerable euphemisms for *die’, is found also in a late 3rd- 
century petition, Sammelbuch 4426, 8f.: did rijv v6aov duiodovvai 

TO 

11. For the brothers of Sakaon see the genealogical tree in 
Jouguet, op. cit., p. 26 f. 

Ilf. I take TuzQafxrd .... reXevrijaavrog together, and imder- 
stand that the invalid expired while the villainous attack was 
in progress. 

13. For a similar profession of quiet and harmless life, cf. P. 
Oxy. 2131, 10: yecoQyixdv [xa]i ajiQayfiova p(ov here, however, 
the use of daxcbv suggests a Christian writer; cf. Sammel¬ 
buch 5100, 4 (a Christian gravestone): rdv fwvadixov danijaag piov, 

14. ndjucov here is probably Melas, who is thus living with his 
son and his family. 

15. dixaioXoyovfievov: here probably in the sense in which the 
word is used in Lucian, Alexander 55: ‘remonstrate.’ 

16. ex rwv havrUtjv: ‘on the contrary’; the contrast is be¬ 
tween the young man’s mild and reasonable remonstrance and 
the violence of his assailants. There is a similar passage in another 
Theadelphia text, Sammelbuch 5356, 22 ff., a petition of Sakaon, 
where Jouguet reads; xal dvxavoh>yl [(name)] tiqoq avrovg* ol de 
‘'cal ix rfjg ivavrubaleayg a]m?x)vaiy xrX. 

17f. An extraordinary rhetorical circumlocution meaning 
‘if he had not run away’. C(po7ioi6g occurs elsewhere in the 
documents only in theological formulae. 

20. TtevToxdaia: the number is enormous, but the reading 
seems certain; and see Jouguet’s remarks, op. cit., p. 19. 

21. did roi roiko is for di* avrd rovro (as P. Thead. 22, 11). 

24. Supply <djc6doaiv> before Ttoirjaaadar, its omission was 

perhaps due to visual confusion with the preceding word. 
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25. Augnsiopotamia is a new variant for Augustamnica; 
which was not before known to include the Fajrfim. 

The style of the Florence petition is very like ours. Both 
begin with a sententious generalization. That in P. Flor. 36, 11. 
2ff., reads: rd TtcLQovSfuog xal Qiyx)[HivdvvoK i^]l t(bv rditcov 
roXfjub/jLSvay ijyfi/xcov dioTtoxay ovdevdg ikXov dvaxdmerai el fA'q 
ijtd [rrjg a^g fiujo7{\(yirfiQov dvdglag. Compare our text, 1. 12f.: 
Tiegi oS [iT]6XiJ,rjacnf Qitpoxivdvvov ngdy/iarog ; and 22 f.: oS ird^rjaav 
TtaQavdfiov xal QL\ipoxi,v6vvov\ Tigdyfutrog, I think that in spite of 
the thirty-one years which separate them, both were composed 
by the same person, who can in neither case have been the 
petitioner; their style and vocabulary are most elaborate. 
Neither can he be identical with the scribe who, in a practised 
sloping hand, wrote the body of our document; so much is 
clear from the uncomprehending errors such as the repeated 
writing of xal for the definite article. The same person may 
also have composed some of the other Theadelphia petitions, 
such as that cited by me in my note on 1. 16. 

Although the picture of life in this provincial backwater 
presented by our document is humble, not to say sordid, it may 
be not without interest for the student of early Christianity. It 
gives an excellent illustration of the perils of forming conclu¬ 
sions ex ailentio when we are looking for evidence for Christia¬ 
nity in documentary papjni. In the introduction to his edition 
of the Theadelphia archive (Papyrus de Thdadelphie, Paris 1911), 
p. 18, Jouguet says: ‘Dans les demiers textes provenant de ce 
village, il n’y a aucune trace ni de paganisme, ni de la religion 
nouvelle, et nous ne savons pas si, avant de mourir, vers le 
milieu du IVe. sifecle, Th6adelphie avait re 9 u la parole du Christ.’ 
Almost simultaneously with the publication of this work, P. 
Meyer ^ published a collection of twenty libelli from the Decian 


^ P. Meyer, Die Libelli aus der decianischen Christenverfolgung: 
Anhang zu den Abhandlungen der kdnigl. preuB. Akademie der Wise. 
(1910); and J. R. Knipfing, Harvard Theological Review XVI 346ff. 
An example from Theckielphia had already been published before J. 
wrote; see Wessely in Patrologia Orientalis IV 1139 (106). 
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persecution, all from Theadelphia; others from the same place 
have subsequently appeared. 

Even if we agree that a libellua does not indicate a person 
suspected of Christianity, a group of them must surely indicate 
a suspected locality. Yet until our document appeared there 
was nothing in the other documents from Theadelphia, other 
than the libelli —not even a suspiciously Christian-looking 
proper name—to suggest the presence of Christianity there. 
Such indications were not in fact to be expected until the danger 
of persecution was well past. Now it seems to me likely that 
not only our petitioner and his family, but much or all of the 
community were Christian; this is probable at any rate in the 
case of the villain and villainess of the story, who are both related 
to the petitioner by marriage; were they not Christians, it would 
have been natural, and by this time safe and even advantageous, 
for him to have said so. As it is, he distinguishes himself from 
them, not as a Christian from pagans, but as an ordained person; 
as such, we note, he feels obliged to the practice of Christian 
non-violence. The composer of the two petitions also may well 
have been Christian; his language suggests the schoolroom— 
or the pulpit. If the picture which this text gives of an early 
Christian community is unattractive, we may reflect that we do 
not know all the circumstances; persecutions breed treachery 
and vengeance. It is the latest text from Theadelphia; the village 
was soon afterwards abandoned to the desert, and other docu¬ 
ments from the archive (P. Thead. 16; 17; 20) tell us why: the 
irrigation broke down. Now in Egypt this is always certain to 
happen when for some reason the government fails to control 
and enforce the work of maintenance. Normally it was in its 
interest to do so. But here, if my supposition is right, was a 
village which the authorities must have regarded as a hotbed 
of Christianity and disaffection, and we find it, in the general 
decline of the Fayfim known to have taken place at this time, 
in an especially desperate state. I cannot help wondering 
whether its history had made the government the less inclined 
to keep it alive; by now it was doubtless too late to save it. 
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Excerpts of Titus of Bostra in the Coptic Catena 
on the Gospels 

P. Bellet, Montserrat 

After the careful study that J. Sickenberger dedicated to 
the Greek tradition of the Catenae, with excerpts of Titus of 
Bostra^, it might appear superfluous to investigate the excerpts 
of Titus in the Coptic Catena of the Gospels published by P. 
de Lagarde according to the Curzon Codex*. For Sickenber¬ 
ger himself asked whether the scholia in the Catena ascribed 
to the bishop of Bostra agree with those of the Greek tradition. 
On the ground of a few excerpts translated for him by S. Eu- 
ringer, he draws the general conclusion that in the Coptic 
there is nothing which would be in agreement with the known 
Greek excerpts*. To limit an investigation in this fashion cannot 
be considered as methodologically correct; for what is lacking 
in the few texts examined, may well be present in those left 
unexamined. 

Since I am engaged in the translation and study of the whole 
Catena, I must compare all the excerpts of Titus in Coptic with 
those of the Greek tradition. Although my task is not yet 
flnished, it seems that the following general conclusion can be 
established. Even if the ressemblances are not very frequent, 
agreement both textual and material between the Coptic and 
Greek tradition seems to prove that Coptic compiler had a 
genuine text of Titus, and his scholia therefore are to be treated, 
at least roughly, as authentic. 

When faced with difficulties regarding the authenticity of 
scholia quoted in a catena dependent on a former collection, 
especially when ommissions, additions or mistakes in some 
lemmata have vitiated the authorship of several excerpts, one 

^ J. Sickenberger, Titus von Bostra. Studien zu dessen Lukashomi- 
fien (Texte und Untersuchungen, XXI—1, 1901). 

* P. De Lagarde, Catenae in Evangelia Aegyptiacae, Gottingao 1886. 

• Sickenberger, o. 1. p. 139. 
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must bear in mind the literary genre which is employed. The 
catenae sometimes are not confined to literal quotations; they 
may compress or enlarge or even elaborate upon their sources. 
It is precisely this feature of the catenae, which prevents us 
from declaring a given excerpt unauthentic, merely because 
it appears in different form. It is not to be forgotten that the 
textual tradition of any catena has not by itself the same criti¬ 
cal worth as the evidence of direct tradition. 

Certainly, many of the Titus excerpts on the same biblical 
text do not agree in Greek and Coptic; but it is not a disagree¬ 
ment proving the inauthenticity for either of the branches of 
the textual tradition. On the contrary agreement in some points, 
even if it be slight, but not trivial, proves unity in the source. 
Thus I think we can treat the Coptic excerpts of Titus as pro¬ 
ceeding from an authentic text, either derived from former col- 
lectaneous writings or directly from Greek tradition perhaps 
translated into Coptic before its inclusion in the Catena. And, 
as is known, the Coptic translators generally treated their Greek 
sources with liberty. Briefly then, notwithstanding disagree¬ 
ment, both Greek and Coptic excerpts can be genuine, and 
Coptic scholia deserve attention as evidence of the Titus exe¬ 
gesis. Perhaps it is already a sign of an authentic tradition that 
the Coptic compiler gives only excerpts of Titus on St. Luke’s 
GospeP. 

To prove my statement, it is not necessary to give the trans¬ 
lation of all the many excerpts of Titus. The authenticity of 
each of these scholia is to be scanned in the same way as those 
of each author quoted in the Catena; this is to be done in the 
general introduction to the work. It will be enough for my 
purpose to give some examples to justify the attribution to 
Titus, by comparing a few Coptic excerpts with those of the 
Greek text. This method is to be regarded as legitimate, because 
the conclusions of Sickenberger regarding the Greek tradition 
are generally accepted. 

^ According to G. Graf, Geschichte der christlichen arabischen Lite- 
ratur, I, 1944 p. 482, the arable Catena quotes Titus once in 
St. Matthew’s Gospel. 
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I give the latin tranBlation of the Coptic according to the 
edition of de Lagarde, with the main references to the Greek 
text of Titus established by Sickenberger. 

Luc. 3, 5. 

Catena p. 128, 26: ^Omnea vaUeSy ait, implebuntur\ id est, 
omnia infidelia ei omnia incredvlua, aive ex ludaeia aive ex Gen- 
tibua, implebuntur fruciibua Spiritua Sancti eorum fide in Domi- 
num noatrum leaum Chriatum. *Omnia mona, ait, et omnia col- 
lia humiliabuntur\ potential nempe adveraae, quos Chriatua 
humanitate aua aancta humiliavit; non autem eaa tantum, aed et 
auperbiam impiorum Phariaaeorum humiliavit, qui montea aunt 
deaerti, qui hominibua videntur magiatri, aed aunt elaii et contem- 
nentea et auperbi, corde eorum improbo. 

Sickenberger p. 153: rojteivoihai pkv r(bv ^lovdalojv xd Sipog did 
rijv negl Xquttov dyvoiav, Si rcbv i&vwv xanelvayaig itpovrai did 
xipf ijilyvcoaiv. 

The allegorical and moral exegesis is the same, even if the 
Coptic has an inverse order and is more developed than the 
Greek. Luc. 10,1s. 

Catena 139,17: Hi ergo Septuxiginta aunt tamquam diacipvli 
duodecim, et miait ante eum binoa ui praedicaiionem loannia 
nuntiarent: * Parole viam Domini, rectos facite aemitaa eivs*\ et 
duodecim reliquit ut manerent apud ilium et aecum eaaent omni 
tempore, audientea eiua doctrinaa vitae. 

Sickenberger, Scholion 10,1 lin. 5—9, p. 187: i^ddi^ov odv 
dvd dvo ne/mdfievoi xard ndXeig xai xiopag povovovxi Pocavxeg to 
rov 'Icodwov hoipdoaxe ripf oddv xvqIov. 

The observation in this excerpt concerning the preaching of 
the 70 disciples and that of John the Baptist is not a common 
one and for that reason is a clear indication of the unity of 
the tradition. Titus has the same words in the scholion on 
10,2 lin. 5—7 (Sickenberger p. 187). 

Luc. 10,12-13 

Catena 139,37: ...qui autem non auaceperint voa apud ae 
accipient punitionem Sodomae et Gomorrae, maiorem quam iatae. 
Hominea inauper Corazaim et Bethsaidae arguit ob mvUitudinem 
aignorum quae facta aunt apud illoa et non converai aunt; prae- 
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sertim vero Capharnaunii quae exaUatur usque ad caelum prae 
omnibus civiiaiibus et omnibus casiellis in quos intraverat, ob mvUi- 
tudinem mirabilium et signorum diversorum, quae in ea fecerat 
et non esi conversa ... 

Sickenberger, Scholion 10,12*, p. 1908: fxdXXov Si xal 
iTieidij elg Eddopa ovx djteardXtjoav djidaroXot. idv rolvw /nij 
brj^wvxai ipdg roi>q djioarSXovg, iaovxai oiroi ixsLvcov, 

Scholion 10,13 lin. 4—5 p. 191: iXeyxei rag *Iovdaixdg ndXetg. 

The Coptic is more explicit, but the word 6MXMIO, arguit, is 
enough to show the Greek source iXdyxei. Moreover the cha¬ 
racter of all the scholion is the same. Unity of tradition appears 
also for the detail of punishment in positive form, contrary to 
the Gk)8pel text which presents it in negative form. And note: 
al dwdfjisig, rovriaxi rd ai^fula (Scholion 10, 13 lin. 3—4) and 
Coptic NNl(]^<|>Hpi N6M NIMHINI (p. 140, 3). 

Luc. 10,17. 

Catena 140,7: Ne aviem ex hoc alia cogiiarentf dixit iUis: 
*Vidi Satanam cadentem de caelo sicvi fvlguT\ vocans tenebram 
hie ftdgur, Eienim ex densitate tenebrae nvbium fieri soleni fulgura. 

Sickenberger, Scholion 10,1888. lin. 12 p. 192: ptjdi fdya 
qfQovelrs ... 

The Titus explanation is correct: to prevent the apostles 
thinking proudly of themselves, he said: It is I who have given 
you this power. The Coptic compiler does not seem to have 
understood the sense of Titus and gives an untenable explana¬ 
tion, but he had his text before him. 

Luc. 10, 21. 

Catena p. 140,22: SicvJti enim Pater dedit gloriam Filio, 
dicens: *Glorificavi et iterum glorificabo\ simili quoque modo fecit 
FUius^ dicens: *Confiteor tibi. Pater^ Deus caeli et terrae\ quia 
divinitas una est Trinitatis consvbstantialis, ^Abscondisti haec^ 
aity sapientibus et prudentibus\ qui surd Pharisaei et superbia 
impia ludaeorumy *et revelasti ea parvulis pueris\ apostolis nempe 
et populo Gentium, qui parvuli prius erant in gnosi vera. 

Sickenberger, Scholion 10,21, lin. 72—76: Xeyei rolvw d vlog ... 
i^ofioXoyovpal aoi, ndreq, rovriari do^dCco ae. 8rav 8i dxovofjg 
rov TtaxQdg djioxQtvophov rip povoyevei- idd^aaa xal ndXiv do^dao), 
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Sqa dvrldoaiv dd^rjg vlov fih c&c tcqoq naxiga^ naxqdc; di Ttgd^ 
vi6v. 

The last Coptic words: in gnosi vera, rNG)CIC MMHI, are also 
an expression of Titus: el di rig rijv dkrj&eardri^v Ix^i yvcbaiv. 
(Sickenberger p. 195 lin. 70.) The concept of dvxidoaig in the 
reciprocal testimony of the Father and the Son is clear in both 
traditions, even if the Coptic compiler is far from theological 
exegesis to be found in the long Greek excerpt of Titus. 
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The Latin Patristic Manuscripts 
of the British Museum 

G. 1. Bonner, London 

In this paper, the “least of Rules, which we have written for 
beginners”, I want to try to give some idea of the resources avail¬ 
able to the student of Latin Patristics in the British Museum, 
including under the word “Latin” such translations of the Greek 
Fathers as are available. For some time past, I have been at¬ 
tempting to compile a check-list of B. M. Latin Patristic MSS., 
and now offer what I can best describe as a preliminary report. 
To employ an archaeological metaphor, the site has been well dug 
over, and we are beginning to find objects of interest. Unfor¬ 
tunately, this is only a beginning, and I am afraid that the 
comparatively slender stock of information I can at the moment 
provide, will afford little evidence of the toil required to unearth 
it. 

It is, perhaps, surprising that more work has not been done 
on the very considerable collection of Patristic MSS. at Blooms 
bury. One can, of course, refer to the Palaeographers — E. H. 
Zimmermann^, the authors of the Catalogue of Ancient Mann- 
scnyts in the British Museum, and, most recently, to the great 
work of Professor E. A. Lowe, in whose second volume of the 
Codices Laiini Antiquiores the oldest Museum MSS. are recorded. 
Palaeographers, however, are primarily concerned with the 
script, not the text, and it does not automatically follow that 
the older the MS., the more reliable as a textual source. In 
consequence, this aspect of manuscript study in the Museum 
appears to have been somewhat neglected since Karl Zange- 
meister published his Bericht ilber die ... Durchforschung der 
Bibliotheken Englands, on behalf of theCSEL, in 1877. Consi- 


' V’^orkarolingische Miniaturen (Berlin 1916). 
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dering that Zangemeister’s report covered, not only the Museum, 
but all the other important depositories of England, it is re¬ 
markable how much material he listed. However, not only did 
he tend to limit his enquiry to manuscripts of an early date, 
but the mere passage of time has added many MSS. to the 
hundred or so he listed in the report, to which my compilation 
may serve as an Appendix^. 

I have, so far, covered the MSS. of the works of Tertullian, 
Cyprian, Hilary, Ambrose, Jerome, Augustine, Orosius, Cae- 
sarius of Arles, and Gregory the Great, recording them on the 
basis of a separate entry for each particular treatise rather than 
for each particular MS. This method inevitably multiplies 
labour, for very few MSS. contain only one treatise, but it has 
the obvious advantage of revealing exactly how many copies we 
have of any particular work. From this, I hope, it will be pos¬ 
sible to provide information, not only for the textual scholar, 
but also, on a wider plane, for the Medievalist, by giving him 
a picture of the sort of works which were most frequently being 
recopied during the Middle Ages, thereby contributing to the 
field of study inaugurated by Neil Ker in his Medieval Libraries 
of Oreat Britain. 

This is, of course, a programme which must be pursued with 
caution. The survival of manuscripts has obviously been very 
much a matter of chance, and a little-read book may well outlive 
a popular and much-studied text. Fire, damp, neglect, usage, 
loss, and deliberate destruction have all played their part in 
depriving us for our heritage. But, bearing this in mind, we can 
also recognise the fact that the Museum collections, being very 
large, and acquired from a wide field of owners have, statisti¬ 
cally speaking, a very good chance of being representative. 
This probability is confirmed if they tend to agree with general 
conclusions already reached in other fields. And here, I think 
we can say that they do. 

^ Heinrich Schenkl did not include the B. M. collections in his Biblio¬ 
theca Patrum Latinorum Britannica, (Vienna 1891—1908), referring the 
reader to Zangemeister and to the Catalogue of Ancient Manuscripts. 
See Schenkl, op. cit.. Heft I, pp. 2—3. 
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To start with: we should naturally expect to find many co¬ 
pies of the works of St. Augustine of Hippo, though we might 
not be prepared for the enormous quantity of Augustinian ma¬ 
terial available. While it would be an exaggeration to say that 
Augustine equals all the rest of the Fathers put together, there 
is no doubt at all that he vastly exceeds any other individual. 
At the opposite end of the scale, Tertullian, as we should again 
expect, is hardly represented at all. One 11th century MS. of 
the Apology^, one of the 15th cent.* and a miscellaneous collec¬ 
tion of his works, also of the 15th cent.* — these, together with 
a copy of the Apology made not earlier than the 17th cent.^, 
are aU I have been able to find, in the British Museum, of the 
writings of the brilliant, but suspect, inaugurator of Latin 
theology. By contrast, a large collection of MSS. of the works of 
St. Jerome are available. Of his Biblical translations, I will 
make no mention; if these were included, he would out-strip 
even Augustine. With his original works, Jerome comes second 
only to the Bishop of Hippo and, as today, so in times past, it 
is as a letter-writer that he is particularly esteemed, if the num¬ 
ber of MSS. be any indication. 

Gregory the Great is rather more sparsely represented. This 
is, perhaps, curious, in view of his great reputation throughout 
the Middle Ages. Nevertheless, copies of his three great works, 
the Pastoral Cure, the Moralia in Job, and the Dialogues are 
to be found. Three fragments of the Moralia date from the 8th 
century, (Add. MSS. 11878, 24143 and 31031), and another from 
the 10th, (Add. MS. 30055, f. 114). A copy of the Pastoral Cure, not 
counting the blackened fragments which are all that remain of 
the 0th cent. Old English translation. Cotton MS. Tiberius B. XI, 
can be found for every century from the 11th to the 15th®. The 


» Royal MS. 6 F. XVHI, ff. 1—29. 

* Add. MS. 21187. 

® Add. MS. 16901. 

* Lansdowne MS. 336. 

‘ These include Add. MS. 15724 (11th); Roycd 6 E. II (12th); Roycd 
5 E. Xn (13th); Royal 10 A. IX (14th); Egerton 832 (16th) (Ex¬ 
cerpts). 
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Dialogues are, if anything, even better represented^, and in¬ 
clude a copy of the Greek translation^. 

A fact which can hardly escape notice, is the enormous popu¬ 
larity of any work about whose credentials modem scholarship 
is disposed to be sceptical. Two treatises whose titles have again 
and again come to my notice are the Conflict of the Virtues and 
the Vices, and the de Duodecim Abusivis huius Saeculi. Of the 
latter, which has been assigned among others, to Origen, St. 
Cyprian and St. Augustine, I have listed fourteen examples^, 
while of the former, ascribed variously to St. Ambrose, St. Au¬ 
gustine, St. Leo, St. Gregory the Great and St. Isidore of Seville, 
I have recorded eighteen MSS., and am by no means confident 
that none has slipped through my net*. Just why these two 
jejune and unattractive treatises should have had such popu¬ 
larity is not easy to see, unless we ascribe it to the taste which 
the Middle Ages seem to have had for sermonizing, however 
tedious. The fact remains, that we have more copies of them in 
the Museum, than we have of the Confessions^, though it may be 
objected that the comparison is hardly fair, in view of the much 
greater length of St. Augustine’s masterpiece. 

I am not able, at this stage, to say anything about the group¬ 
ing of the MSS. in terms of age. For obvious reasons, one ex- 


* These include the O. E. version. Cotton Otho C. I, destroyed by 
fire, except for a few fragments, in 1761, (10th); Add. MS. 30854 (10th); 
Add. 16412 (11th); Add. 29630 (12th); Add. 16606 (12th), Burney 319 
(14th); Burney 320 (16th). 

* Harley MS. 263. 

» Royal MSS. 6 C.V; 6 D. X; 6 F. X; 6 B. XIII; 8 F. XIV; 10 A. IX; 
11 B. VII; 12 B. XVIII; 12 D. XV; Harley MSS. 3027 and 3108; Add. 
MS. 22041; Arundel MS. 47 and Burney MS. 366. Cf. Hartel’s note to 
his edition of St. Cyprian, CSEL, Vol. Ill, Pars III, p. LXIV; 
innumeria eius codicibua elegi vetv^tioreay 

* Royal MSS. 6 A. I; 6 A. VII; 6 A. XII; 6 B. XV; 6 C. VI; 6 E. XIV; 
7 D XXVI; 8 A. VI; 8 F. IV; Harley MSS. 3067 and 3923; Sloane 
MS. 1613; Add. MSS. 16749; 24641; 34139; 40166 B; Burney MSS. 
293 cmd 366. Pope Leo IX and Ambrose Aupertius are also claimed as 
authors. 

» 11 MSS: Royal 6 B. XIV, Harl. 3004, Add. 17287, Royal 6 B. XVI 
(12th); Harl. 3080 (13th); Royal 6 C.V (13/14); Add. 16688, 14778 
(14th); Add. 21066, Bum. 289, Harl. 3087 (16th). 
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pects the pre-lOth cent. MSS. to be few and far between, but, 
while I was compiling the list, I had a feeling that, among the 
MSS. of the later Middle Ages, the 14th century was relatively 
thinly represented. With this hare once started, it was all too 
tempting to indulge in explanatory speculation; to think of 
clerical mortality in England as a result of the Black Death; 
of the dislocations of life in France, due to the Hundred Years 
War, and so on. Unfortunately, renewed examination of my 
lists makes me wonder whether the 14th century is, in fact, so 
poorly represented, after all. So on this tricky theme, I shall say 
nothing^. 

It would be out of place if I concluded without saying a few 
words about the very oldest of the Museum MSS., which have a 
special interest by reason of their age. Here, pride of place for 
antiquity must be given to the 4th century fragments of St. 
Cyprian’s letters. Add. MS. 40165 A, ff. 1—5. They have been 
noted by Professor Lowe, in his Codices Latini AntiquioreSy (Vol. 
2, No. 178), where it is suggested, that they may be the product 
of an African or an Italian scriptorium. If the African hypothesis 
be correct, a special charm attaches to these works of the great 
martyr-bishop of Carthage, for they could have been handled 
by St. Augustine himself. But we would do well to remember the 
opinion of the learned editors of the Tablettes Albertini — the 
wooden tablets of the Vandel epoch, found near T6bessa, on the 
borders of Algeria and Tunisia in 1928, and published in 1952: 
“Non moins que les arguments pal^ographiques, Tappartenance 
africaine [de Tauteur].. .semble avoir impressionn6 les criti¬ 
ques qui se sont pench^s sur ces manuscrits” *. It would, there¬ 
fore, be imprudent to allow a natural desire that this manu- 

^ However, conversations with my colleagues, Dr. G. R. C. Davis 
and Mr. T. J. Brown, about the fields of MS. study in which they are 
respectively interested, has made mo feel that this hypothesis may, in 
fact, not be so rash as I thought. There is a decided paucity of English 
MSS., both in the field of illuminated work and Chartularies in the 14 th 
century. In the case of Chartularies, of course, this could be explained 
as a natural recustion after the spate produced at the beginning of the 
century, under the spur of the great Edwardian statutes. Mortmain, 
Quio Emptorea, etc. Still, I find the general fact reassuring. 

• Tablettes Albertini, Paris 1962, p. 20. 
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script should be African to sway our judgement. All we can 
safely say is, that our oldest Latin Patristic MS. may have 
originated in the homeland of its author. 

Next in order or age come two Latin translations of Greek 
Fathers, both dated to the 7th century — Mutianus’ translation 
of St. John Chrysostom, Homiliae in Epistolam ad Hebraeos, 
(Add. MS. 43460, ff. 1—111), and Origen, Homiliae de Viaionibua 
Balaam et Balac, translated by Rufinus, (Burney MS. 340). 
Of these, the Chrysostom is the lower script of a palimpsest, 
of which the upper is an 8/9th cent, text of St. Augustine, de 
Vera Religione, and cannot be adequately examined without 
doing irretrievable harm to the Augustinian treatise^. The 
Origen, however, the work of a French scribe, written in 
beautifully clear uncials, probably at Corbie*, is a pleasure to 
read. 

Of great interest as a manuscript, though the same cannot 
be said of the content of the text, is Egerton 874 — a 9th cent, 
copy of the Expositio in Apocalypsim, long attributed to St. 
Augustine, but now identified, thanks to the labours of Dom 
Germain Morin, as the work of Caesarius of Arles*. This is one 
of the four MSS. employed by Morin for his edition of the Ex¬ 
position the others including the Bodleian MS. Hatton 30 (10th 
cent.). The Museum MS. was examined by Zangemeister, who 
did not question its Augustinian attribution*, and by the late 
Professor Souter, who was interested in other matters®. It was 
left to Dom Morin to establish the author’s identity, though he 
himself, as he generously admits, was anticipated in this by 
the 18th cent. French scholar, the Ahh6 Morel®. 


^ See the article on the subject by E. A. Lowe in the Journal of 
Theological Studies, XXIX (1928)pp. 29ff. That the MS. was a palimpsest 
was first noticed by Dr. E. G. Millar. For details, see Lowe’s article. 

* Lowe, Cod. Lat. Ant., II, No. 182. 

® D. G. Morin in Rev. Bened., Vol. 46 (Jan. 1933) pp. 43—61. 

* Op. cit., p. 36. 

® JTS, XIV (1913) pp. 339, 678. Souter was, however, fully aware of 
the identity of the author, having been told by Dom Morin, op. cit., p. 338. 

* Op. cit., pp. 14ff. 
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Of genuine works by Augustine, a certain number exist among 
the oldest MSS. of the British Museum collections, though, from 
the point of view of an admirer of that Father, the number is 
disappointingly small. A fragment of the Soliloquies, and cer¬ 
tain prayers ascribed to him are to be found in MS. Royal 2 A. 
XX, if. 23, 24b, 47b, which Sir George Warner and J. P. Gilson 
assigned to the 8th century. A portion of the de Consensu Evan- 
gelistarum, Book HI, is to be found in another 8th cent, work — 
the Anglo-Saxon cursive miniscule, MS. Cotton Cleopatra A. 
III. The first complete text is that of the Enchiridion ad Lauren- 
tium, in Harley 3034; which Zangemeister dated as 8/9th cent.^, 
but which H. Thoma, more recently, regards as only 9th cent.^ 
Certain of Augustine’s sermons occur in Add. MS. 29972 (8th 
cent.), while the 9th cent. MS. Harley 3039 gives the treatises 
de Genesi contra Manichaeos, Contra Epistolam Fundamenti 
Manicfiaeorum, and the Contra Academicos. 

I have mentioned the three 8th cent, fragments of St. Gre¬ 
gory the Great’s Moralia, (Add. MSS. 11878, 24143 and 31031). 
Of more doubtful orthodoxy, but of almost equal historical 
interest, are the Commentaries of Theodore of Mopsuestia on 
the Epistles of St. Paul, to be found in the 8/9th cent. MS. 
Harley 3063, together with the Commentaries of the writer 
known to history as “the Ambrosiaster” on the second Epistle 
to the Corinthians. 

St. Ambrose himself has but little place in the Museum col¬ 
lections. There is no MS. of his works earlier than the 8/9th cent. 
MS. Add. 14791, which contains his Homilies on the Gospels. 
Jerome, however, is represented by the 8th cent. MSS. of the 
de Viris Illustribus and the Vita S, Pauli Monachi, (Cotton MS. 
Caligula A. XV), and of Books XIV—XVIII of the Commentary 
on Isaiah, (Egerton MS. 2831), and by the 9th cent. MSS. of his 
Chronicle, (Harley 5251), his Commentary on Daniel, (Add. 
36668), and the treatise ascribed to him on the nativity of the 
Virgin Mary, (Add. 11880) — this last MS., incidently, being 

' Op. cit., p. 14. 

* Altdeutsches axis Londoner Handschriften, (Beitrage zur Geschichte 
der doutschen Sprache und Literatur, Band 73, 1961), pp. 266—267. 
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the one in which J. Armitage Robinson discovered the earliest 
text of the Acta of the SciUitan Saints. 

I hope that this brief survey has given some idea of the re¬ 
sources of the Museum. I am only too well aware that it is but a 
bare outline. However, the real fact is, that I have managed to 
get together a card index, which does contrive to cover the 
greater Latin Fathers, and which I hope to extend to cover the 
range of the authors included in the CSEL. In the meantime, 
I shall be happy to place it at the disposal of any scholar who 
finds himself in the Museum, and thinks it might be of some 
assistance. 
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A monastic codex in the Laurentian Library at Florence 
preserves the new fragment. It is a large work of the fourteenth 
century (Pluteus VI, cod. 4) comprising now some 322 folios. 
It is a gathering of extracts from the Scriptures and the Fathers 
of the Church on all topics that might concern the Rule of life 
to be followed by monks. Several similar works are known 
one of them being dated to the reign of Constantine Ducas 
(1059—1067), their motive being to save something of the sacred 
inheritance of antiquity firom the treasures of the monastic 
library should it become necessary to take to flight before 
the advance of hostile heathen forces. Our codex belonged to 
one Arlenios who wrote his name at the foot of the first page 
but who is otherwise unknown. The Ignatian extract occurs at 
page 28 and is chosen to illustrate the Christian duty towards 
slaves. Bandini in his catalogue of the Greek MSSof the Lauren- 
tiana (Florence 1764, p. 99) gives a detailed account of the 
contents of this codex without noting that this fragment runs 
on beyond the ordinary text of the fourth section of Ignatius’ 
Ad Polycarjmm. It was the vigilance of Fr. Hofmann S. J., of 
the Oriental Institute at Rome, which brought it to light. He 
was going through the codex for some of its later extracts and 
noticed this in passing. He was kind enough to put it at my 
disposal, with the hope that I would collate his transcript with 
the original and make it public. This I was able to do and the 
result is now available. 


‘ A similar MS is cod. Palat. Graec. 268 at the Vatican, which contains 
the work of Paul the Monk entitled CoUectio sacrorum prcttceptorum, 
Montfaucon edited the Prologue from one of these collections. 
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The extract begins with a sentence which is part of the existing 
text of Ignatius and then breaks new ground. It runs as follows: 

Tov ay lev ^lyvarlov rov Oeoepogov tiqoq IJoXvxoqtcov inlmoTiov 
Z/jtvgvrjQ. 

AovXovg xal dovXag fiij {megrjcpdvec aXXa fxrjdE avrol (pvavov- 
cr&coaav, tva xgelrrovog iXev&eglag rvxoxsi Tiaga rov ^eov, fiij 
atgeladcoaav ix rov xoivov iXev&egoikr&ai, tva fiij dovXoi evge&d)- 
aiv ini&vfJLlag. 

6 "Oaot 6k xmd C^yov Svreg dovXoi ralg aubehpdrrjoi ngootpvycoai, 
vov&errj&evrag avrovg xal PeXruo&ivrag ammifmeo&ai XQ^ 
deanoraig xad^ ofwlaxjiv rov piaxagiov IlavXov, Sg rov *Ovjjai/uov 
yewijaag did rov evayyeUov dviTze/Litpev reg 0iXi^fiQ)vi, rov fxh 
nXrfQocpogriaag Sri 6 Cvyog rfjg dovXelag evagiarojg rib xvgicg pcar- 
10 OQ&ovfievogy PaaiXelag ovgavcov d^iov xadlorrjoiy rov di Ttagaxa- 
Xiaag ov fjuivov dvdvai rrpv xar* avrov djisiXijv, fjiefivrifjihev rov 
dXrj&ivov Tcvglov ebwvrog* idv dq)fjre roig dv^Sgconoig rd na- 
ganrwjjiara avrwvy dipriaei xal 6 narrjQ ifiwv 6 ovgdviog 
rd TzagaTtreojuara v/iicbv,dXXd xai ix^iv Tigog avrov 

15 Ti)v did&eaiv rig ygdxpac rdxci ydg did rovro ixcoglaStj ngog 
(vgav tva aiwviov avrov inixUQ ovx In (bg dovXov dXX* 
dnkg dovXov ddeXipov dyanrjrov. el fxevroi xaxog 6 deondrrjg 
rvxoiy nagdvofidv ri inirdaawVy xai ngog Tiagd^aaiv hroXfjg rov 
dXrjfSivov deandrov rov xvgtov rj/xcov ^Irjaov Xgicrcov rov dovXov 
20 PiaCdfievog, dycovlCeadai XQV fiij rd Svofm rov 0€ov pXaaq/rj- 
firj&fj did rov dovXov ixelvov noirjoavrd ri S /xi} dgdaxei Seeg. xar- 
og&ovrai dk 6 dywv fj iv rig rov dovXov Tcaragrixr&fivai ngog vno~ 
govipf rlbv inegxo/xkvwv avrlg naSrj/xdrcov f\ iv rig rovg vnode^a- 
fxivovg dvadi^acr&ai (bg dgiaxei Secg rovg vnkg rov inayofiivov 
25 avroig Tieigacfiovg, 

This fragment was known to but not used by Bishop Pearson, 
who mentions it in his S, Ignatii Epistulue genuinae, Oxford 
1709, p. 29, in these words: Toiam hone sententiam ipsissimis 
verbis exscripsit Auctor incertus in libro qui exstat in Bibl. Me- 
dicea, scamno 6, numero 4, cui titulus est y^Expositio praecep- 
torum ChristV ^: qui sic habet fol. 18 rov dylov . .. usque ad inidvfilag, 
Pearson’s informant must have examined the codex somewhat 
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hurriedly, for the page in question is certaintly 28 and has no 
trace of having once borne the number 18, though it does carry 
the figure 27 crossed out. The second paragraph is not noticed at 
all by Pearson. 

The text presented in the first paragraph of the fragment has 
three entirely new readings, the presence of the article with 
tfeotJ in line 2, the form aigela&coaav and the preposition ix before 
the words rov xoivov (1.3). It twice agrees with Lightfoot’s gg 
against G, over the omission in line 1 and the inversion of xvxcoai, 
but parts company with gg when that MS makes the freedom 
come not from the common fund but from the Lord. It thus 
presents a text which while not being definitely allied to the 
general type of the forger’s text is not simply based upon G. As 
this new fragment probably goes back to a Byzantine MS of 
about 1060, it helps to establish the fact — already adumbrated 
by the papyrus of Smymeans in Berlin — that in the days 
when the Mediceus G was transcribed the text of Ignatius was 
by no means established in the form of a textics receptus. 

The second paragraph of the fragment has been traced, almost 
verbatim, by the Rev. K. J. Woollcombe who was present at 
the first reading of this paper, in the Eegulae fusivs tractatae 
of Basil (PG 31, 948), but in view of the ascription of the whole 
fragment to Ignatius by the MS it may not be without use to 
see whether in fact Basil’s Rule had derived this piece of casu¬ 
istry from some earlier source. Monastic founders are not always 
pioneers in everything. 

There is no word or phrase in the extract which cannot be 
matched from the Apostolic Fathers, except the word diadeaiQ, 
which is however common in the Greek of the time, from Plato 
and the medical writers onwards. Of some twenty salient words 
and phrases about ten can be found in the genuine Epistles of 
Ignatius, among these being the word aXr]f&Lv6Q which Ignatius 
uses five times — in apparent imitation of St. John’s gospel — 
and which comes twice in the extract. Another curiously Ig- 
natian word is TtXrjQopoQijaag which is rendered by the Latin 
version of Smymeans and Philadelphians as certificati. The 
same meaning fits exactly its use here. 
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The extract begins with a sentence which is part of the existing 
text of Ignatius and then breaks new ground. It runs as follows: 

Tov aylov ^lyvariov rov 0so(p6Qov tiqoq UoXvxoqtwv intaxoTiov 
ZfivQvri(;, 

AovijovQ xai dovXaQ fiij i7ieQri(pdvei' dAAd /irjde avrol qwaiov- 
G&ayaav, Iva xQsirrovog iXev&eglag rvx(oai naqa tov ^eov. firj 
aiQeio&cjaav ex tov xoivov iXev&eqoxxrdaiy tva firj dovXoi evqe&o)- 
aiv ini&vfJLlaQ, 

6 "Oaot 6k (mo C^yov ovreQ douAot Talg adeXtpdTrjai 7tqoo(pvycoai, 
vory&errj&ivTag avrovg xai PeXTuo&dvrag ojumsfuieo^ai XQ'^ ^^olg 
deanoTaig xaff* ofioUoaiv tov juaxaqiov Uav^jov, Sg tov ^On^aifiov 
yewriaag dia tov evayyeXlov dviTtefitpev Tcq 0cki^fjuoviy tov /ulcv 
7iX7]qo(poqijaag Sti 6 Cvyog vrjg dov2£{ag evaqkarcog toj xvqio) xar- 
10 oq&ov/jL€vogy PaoiXeiag ovqavwv d^iov xa'diarrjaiy tov de Ttaqaxa- 
Xiaag ov fidvov dvievai Ttjv xaT* aiTov duteiXrfv, fJLe^vruJiivov tov 
dXrj&ivov xvqiov ebidvrog' idv d(pfjTe Tolg dv&qwTioig rd jra- 
qaTiTWfiaTa avTwVy dq?i]aei xai 6 TtaTijq ificov 6 ovqdviog 
rd TtaqanTcofiaTa v/xwv, dAAd xai XQ^(^OTkqav Sx^iv nqog avrov 
16 Tipf did&eaiv tco yqdtpar Tdxct ydq did tovto ixojqla&rj nqog 
ciqav Iva alwviov avTov indxTI^ dovXov dAA* 

6neq dovXov ddeXtpov dyanrjTdv. el fiivToi xaxog 6 deandTTjg 
Tvxoiy naqdvofidv ti iniTdaaojv, xai nqog Ttaqdfiaaiv hroXrjg tov 
dXrj&ivov deanoTov tov xvqiov fjfxibv ^Irjaov Xqvarov tov dovXov 
20 PiaCdf^og, dycovi^eo&ai XQV Sncog firj to ovojua tov 0eov ^Xaaqrr}- 
firj&fj did TOV dovXov ixeivov noiijaavrd ti S /Liij dqkaxei &e(b, xar- 
oq^ikai dk 6 dychv ij iv T(b tov dovXov xaTaqTur&ijvai nqog vtio- 
^wvijv T(bv hceqxofihoiv avriv na&rjfxdToyv {\ iv Tib Tovg vnode^a- 
fievovg dvadi^aa&ai (hg dqiaxei ‘^ecb Tovg vnkq tov inayofikvov 
26 avTolg Tteiqaajuovg. 

This fragment was known to but not used by Bishop Pearson, 
who mentions it in his /S. Ignatii Epistulae genuinae, Oxford 
1709, p. 29, in these words: Toiam hanc sententiam i'psissimis 
verbis exscripsit Auctor incertus in libro qui exstat in Bibl, Me- 
dicea, scamno 6, nnmero 4, cui tiiulns est ,yExpositio praecep- 
torum ChristV : qui sic habet fol. 18 rov dylov . . . usque ad enidvfdag. 
Pearson’s informant must have examined the codex somewhat 
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hurriedly, for the page in question is certaintly 28 and has no 
trace of having once home the number 18, though it does carry 
the figure 27 crossed out. The second paragraph is not noticed at 
all by Pearson. 

The text presented in the first paragraph of the fragment haa 
three entirely new readings, the presence of the article with 
deov in line 2, the form aigeia&ojaav and the preposition ix before 
the words rov xoivov (1.3). It twice agrees with Lightfoot’s gg 
against G, over the omission in line 1 and the inversion of xvxcoaL, 
but parts company with gg when that MS makes the freedom 
come not from the common fund but from the Lord. It thus 
presents a text which while not being definitely allied to the 
general type of the forger’s text is not simply based upon G. As 
this new fragment probably goes back to a Byzantine MS of 
about 1060, it helps to establish the fact — already adumbrated 
by the papyrus of Smymeans in Berlin — that in the days 
when the Mediceus G was transcribed the text of Ignatius was 
by no means established in the form of a teoi^us receptvs. 

The second paragraph of the fragment has been traced, almost 
verbatim, by the Rev. K. J. Woollcombe who was present at 
the first reading of this paper, in the Regulae fusiua tractatae 
of Basil (PG 31, 948), but in view of the ascription of the whole 
fragment to Ignatius by the MS it may not be without use to 
see whether in fact Basil’s Rule had derived this piece of casu¬ 
istry from some earlier source. Monastic founders are not always 
pioneers in everything. 

There is no word or phrase in the extract which cannot be 
matched from the Apostolic Fathers, except the word did&eaigy 
which is however common in the Greek of the time, from Plato 
and the medical writers onwards. Of some twenty salient words 
and phrases about ten can be found in the genuine Epistles of 
Ignatius, among these being the word dXrj&ivdg which Ignatius 
uses five times — in apparent imitation of St. John’s gospel — 
and which comes twice in the extract. Another curiously Ig- 
natian word is 7tXTjQO(poQijaag which is rendered by the Latin 
version of Smymeans and Philadelphians as certificati. The 
same meaning fits exactly its use here. 
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It may be thought that Ignatius would never endure a period 
of some twelve lines of print, as his sentences are always short in 
the genuine Epistles. If however one looks at Eph. 20 it will be 
found that he could write a sentence that fills twelve lines of 
print without having citations from the NT to help him out. The 
particle fihroi is never used by Ignatius in his genuine letters, 
but he was fond of the fihldi construction and firom the nature 
of things it is not to be expected that Ignatius should write in a 
balanced way when he is under such stress. When however he 
turns his mind to a case of conscience about runaway slaves, he 
gives more careful advice to Polycarp, knowing that he is likely 
to be quoted and that his words will be acted upon, and therefore 
he drafts his sentence with more care. Such might be the defence 
of the extract against the charge that it is not in the usual style 
of Ignatius and that it lacks his pithiness and his outlandish 
metaphors. 

The NT citations are not found elsewhere in Ignatius; indeed 
the citation of Philemon is unique. Apart from a doubtful 
glance at Philemon 20 in Eph. 2.2, there are no citations of 
Philemon in the Apostolic Fathers, nor yet in the Apologists. 
The reminiscence of I Cor. 4.16 in the ninth line of the extract 
does but illustrate what was said of Ignatius long ago, that 
he seems to have known that epistle by heart The reading 
of Mt. 6.14 given in the extract is in agreement with L 13 
471 892"** 1093 1604 c aur vg boh aeth, and with 

citations in Augustine {ep. 163, 13) and Faustus senn. IV. 3. 
This grouping does not throw much light on the possible pro¬ 
venance of the original from which our extract was copied. On 
the other hand the reading hdxjiq for djiexDQ in the Philemon 
passage seems to be without parallel. If iji^x^ ^ taken 
as a strengthened form of ix^> lexicographers now desire*, 
then this new reading will help to account for the difficult 
phrase in Phil. 2.16 Arfyov Conjg in^xovre^;- The verse of Isaias 
(62.6) which is incorporated into the remarks about the forcing 

^ The NT in the Apostolic Fathers, Oxford 1906, p. 67. 

• See Moulton cmd Milligan, Vocabulary of NT Greek, s. v.; Kittel 
does not deal with inixo> at all. 
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of the slave is also cited by Ignatius in Troll. 8.2. The genuine 
epistles are sparing of citations from the OT, having but six 
in ail, from three books, Psalms, Proverbs and Isaias. That one 
of these should reappear in our extract is a point in favour of 
its being genuine, for the forger was lavish in his use of OT 
passages in the additions he made to the genuine letters; he 
managed to quote twenty two books of the OT, most of them 
several times, in the course of his work, but nothing of the kind 
is to be found in our extract. 

The date of the extract must be placed before the year 397, 
for the imperial constitution of that yesur (Cod. Th. IX. 45. 2) 
makes it clear that Christian sanctuaries were legally recognized 
and that slaves who fled to them were protected. The demand of 
the Council of Carthage in 399 (Mansi lU. 750) was that envoys 
should go to Rome to ask the civil power for an official ack¬ 
nowledgement of the right of sanctuary (tU pro confugientibw ad 
eeelesiam quocurvque realu involutis legem de gloriosisaimis prin- 
cipibus mereantur ne quis eos audeai abstrahere). This demand, 
obviously seeking to make explicit and beyond cavil what the 
recent constitution had implied, shows that the right had been 
for some time imofficially used and was now being consolidated. 
Indeed it is likely that from the time of Constantine himself 
some of the Christian churches had clsdmed a right of sanctuary, 
if only by inheritance from the pagan temples out of which 
their churches had been formed. One of these, in the Canopus 
district of Alexandria, is attested at a later date (Mansi VI. 
1025, of the time of Chalcedon) as having such a right of sanc¬ 
tuary. Hence it would not be easy to explain the composition of 
such an extract by a forger in the second half of the fourth 
century, which is precisely the epoch when the forger who added 
so much to the genuine letters of Ignatius was at work. 

Is it possible to come nearer to the time at which Ignatius was 
himself alive? There is a laconic remark in the life of Hadrian 
(SHA Hadr. 18. 8) to the effect that he forbade the sale of slaves 
for immoral purposes: Lenoni et lanistae servum vel anciUam 
vendi vetuii cauea rum praestita. This final clause may mean that 
Hadrian had established certain conditions which had to be 
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fulfilled before the sale could be allowed, or it may simply mean 
that the owner was only allowed to take so dire a step when he 
had been given serious provocation. At all events, it might be 
argued, if our extract had been composed after the legislation of 
Hadrian, there would be a possibility of saying that the Christian 
community, before taking the risk of harbouring the runaway 
who was being forced to do what was sinful, should bring 
him to the magistrate to invoke the protection of Hadrian’s 
law, for the chief ways, pagan sacrifice apart, in which a slave 
might be forced to do what was sinful would be foimd in the 
amphitheatre and the brothel. 

Harbouring of nmaway slaves was certainly punished with 
severity in the second century. Our principal evidence for this, 
a letter from Egypt (Pap. Oxyrhyn. 1422 of 128 A. D.), tells 
how a man who is wanted for the crime of inodox^ or “receiving” 
a slave, has himself taken to flight to escape punishment. The 
word used by the extract vnode^afxivovQ seems to be a precise 
hint that this was what the Christian community would be 
liable to. That they should try to avoid a situation in which 
they would have no choice but to harbour the slave and thus 
become liable to sore trials and tribulations is only natural, 
and is what one finds in the rules for the acceptance of catechu¬ 
mens given in Hippolytus Traditio apostolica{16,5) “H his master 
was an idolater, they shall hear from him and they shall know 
if it was with permission of his master (that he came), that there 
be not scandal”^. 

The next move after the reception of the slave into the Church 
would be for him to find that in the service of his master he was 
being forced to blaspheme the name of God; he would then flee 
to the Christians and they would have to prepare for a charge 
of “receiving” if they could not harden the slave and reconcile 
him to taking his punishment. Hence it was better to avoid 
admitting a man or woman who would cause such a situation to 
arise. It certainly looks as if Hippolytus was aware of rules for 


^ So the Ethiopic version. The Coptic shows that the word here 
translated “scandal” was pXaatpri/jila, 
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the conduct of the Christian community which resembled those 
set forth in the fragment. 

In the Council of Gangra {canon 3, from c. 340 A.D.) it was 
enacted that if anyone taught a slave to despise his master and 
to desert his service rather than to give him loyal and reverent 
service he was to be anathema. This rule, which is copied in a 
later coimcil of Braga (Mansi IX. 855), might be urged against 
the authenticity of our fragment. Here one cannot see any 
loophole left for the slave. It is not envisaged that the Christian 
community could ever become liable to receive the slave lest 
some worse thing befall. But, here, as in so much else in the 
legislation of this council, there does seem to be a desire to 
retrench upon an earlier laxity or liberality of view. 

The same hardening of view can be found in the Canons of 
Hippolytus^ which date from the end of the fourth century. 
Here the slave is to be told that if he cannot persuade his idol¬ 
atrous master to let him become a Christian there is nothing 
that can be done about it; he is to wait and if he die before 
his chance come then he will not be separated from the body 
of Christians in death. 

The forger of the additions to the genuine letters of Ignatius 
only once addressed himself to the question of slaves. In his 
letter to the Antiochenes (c. 10) he makes Ignatius say to 
slaves: “Do not anger your masters in anything in order not 
to become the cause of irremediable ills to yourselves’’. This 
is the same hard doctrine which was being put forward else¬ 
where at the end of the fourth century; at an earlier stage it 
would have seemed ungenerous to take such a line with slaves, 
when the Church was still in its first fervour and fresh with 
the blood of martyrs. A similar change can be noticed in Roman 
law; whereas the Code of Theodosius allowed slaves to take 
sanctuary at Christian churches for all crimes, Justinian limited 
this right by excluding cases of murder, rape, public debt and 
slavery {Cod. lust. I. \2,Nov. 17.7). 

^ In Achelis*8 version this Si tst aertma heri idololatrae, invito hero 
ne baptizetur; contentua ait quod chriatianua eat. Quodai moritur necdum 
ad cUmum admiaaua, a cetera grege ne aeparetur (TU VI, 4, p. 76). 
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To sum up this inquiry into the evidence for the existence of this 
text about the treatment of slaves prior to its being quoted 
by Basil: it must first be said that the law of Hadrian is in¬ 
conclusive as a means of dating the text, for the iniquity of 
masters (in the eyes of Christians) might be precisely in the 
matter of their exacting some participation in pagan worship 
and this would not be touched by Hadrian’s law at all; hence 
it could not often be expected that Christians could invoke 
Hadrian’s law in defence of a slave who had fied to them. 

The second test, which by relating the new fragment to the 
regulations in Hippolytus sought to place it before them, depends 
for its value on the date assigned to that part of the Traditio 
apostolica. Unfortunately this part is extant only in Ethiopic, 
Coptic and Arabic versions, and by its very nature it was 
exposed to constant “bringing-up-to-date” as the circumstances 
of the time changed. Moreover the Ethiopic version cannot 
in any case be earlier than the conversion of Ethiopia by the 
disciples of Athanasius, and cannot in this matter be a safe 
guide to the third century or earlier. It may represent Egyptian 
practice of the fourth. The Coptic and Arabic version are still 
more remote from what Hippoljrtus may be thought to have 
written on this subject. This test, then, would not give reliable 
indication that the fragment was written before 300, but it 
would make it inconvenient to regard it as a first-time effort 
by Basil himself. 

Basil learnt his monasticism fix)m Eustathius of Sebaste 
somewhere about 358 A.D. If this ruling about slaves had been 
appealed to and circulated by Eustathius, it would be very 
easy to understand why the Council of Gangra — which had 
in view a certain Eustathius, generally supposed to be this 
one — should have put out a canon about slaves and masters, 
calling anathema upon any slave at all who deserted his master. 
The Council seems to have been legislating against someone 
who had said that slaves on certain occasions could desert—as 
this fragment does—and it would therefore seem reasonable 
to suppose that our fragment had been handed on to Basil 
from Eustathius. 
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The verbal differences which exist between the text of the 
fragment and the text of Basil confirm this supposition, for 
Basil’s text requires that several impious things be enjoined 
by the master before the slave can take action (TtaqivofAd riva) 
while the fragment is content with one. It is an obvious way 
to restrict permissive legislation to make it applicable not 
after one event but after a series of similar events, and in the 
middle of the fourth century (for the time of the Council of 
Gangra cannot be fixed with more certainty) there was some 
tightening-up in contrast with a more liberal time preceding. 
Certainly the Council of Sardica (can. 5, Turner, p. 464) states 
that people were often finding sanctuary in churches—even 
though as yet there was no legal right—and that when they 
did so it was right to send a petition to the emperor for their 
pardon. There is no mention here of the community having 
to face trials on their account, and it would seem that one 
must look to a time before Sardica (342) for the conditions 
which would justify the language of our fragment. In Basil’s 
version of it this last sentence has been somewhat elaborated, 
with the addition of another scripture passage, as if it was not 
then properly imderstood in its simple injunction to prepare 
for the worst. This is again a sign that the time of origin of 
the ruling must be prior to the time at which Basil was making 
up his rule. 

A claim that the passage was from the first meant to guide 
monastic communities rather than the faithful as a whole might 
be derived from the use of dde^rrjai in the plural (“brother¬ 
hoods”), for it is the monastic practice to refer to themselves 
in this way. But the word comes into Christian use in I Peter 6. 9, 
a passage whose ambiguity of phrase could readily lead to the 
idea that each Christian community was a brotherhood, and 
thence to the application of the word to communities of monks. 
In fact Constantine used it (if the speech is really his) of the 
group of Fathers assembled at Nicaea (Gelasius, Hist. eccl. 
II 7. 39), and it would seem that the word could be used of 
any group of Christians at all. This claim being disposed of, 
one may come to the tentative conclusion that this piece of 
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guidance about slaves comes from some legislator of the later 
third century, from an age when there were known to the 
Christians such legislative works as the Didascalia Apostolorum, 
in which attempts were made to give guidance in their cases 
of conscience. That it should have been put under the patronage 
of Ignatius need not surprise us, for Ignatius did in fact speak 
of slaves when writing to Polycarp, and more illustrious patron¬ 
age had been claimed for other pieces of legislation. The 
Didascalia (Connolly, pp. 111^—114) indicates that there was 
plenty of litigation between Christians, for which some definite 
laws must have been in existence, and occasionally a trace 
of one of them is found, as in Athenagoras {Legatio 32. 3) who 
is aware of some law now lost about the kiss in the liturgy. 
Even though so little remains of this legislation, it is clear 
that the Christians did not survive for three centuries by acting 
on what they found in Scripture or what their hearts dictated 
at the moment. 
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Notes on the Text of Tertullian 
de Resurrectione Mortuorum 


E. Evans, Hellifield Vicarage 

It was my original intention to ask, in a very tentative way 
and in the hope of candid criticism, whether the Troyes MS of 
this and four other treatises does not represent an edited text. 
Certainly the editing could not have been done by the actual 
copyist: he does not seem to have been competent for such a 
task. My suggestion would have been that the editing was done 
by the fifth- or sixth-century scholar who first collected these 
treatises. If this were so, we should begin to suspect that all the 
existing collections had also in their day passed through an 
editor's hands, and we might be reduced (in some cases) to 
more subjective methods of guessing, rather than ascertaining, 
which, if any, of several variants comes from the author’s hand 
— a developement which one would regret. 

But I find that I have neither the materials on which to 
construct such a thesis, nor the skill to make use of them. So 
that, as Dr Borleffs has, of his great kindness, sent me an ad¬ 
vance copy of his text of De Resurrectione Mortuorum, I pro¬ 
pose to express my gratitude by considering a few places 
where I suggest the Troyes reading could be improved on, 
mentioning also some others where it is unquestionably right. 

vi. 6 PhidicLe rmnus lovem Olympium ex chore molitur, et 
adoraiur, nec iam bestiae et quidem insulsissimae deus est sed 
summum saecvli numen, non quia elephantus sed quia Phidias 
tantus. 

This is Oehler’s text, and it has good MS support (MPX): 
deus is evidently a mistake for dens, and I thought it was a 
misprint; but the Luxemburg MS has it, so perhaps it was 
deliberate: in any case it makes nonsense. Dr Borleffs, following 
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T and Gelenius, reads molitae adorantur, thus making Phidias’ 
hands bear the double sense of (1) his hands, with molitae^ and (2) 
his handiwork, with adorantur. It is true that manus, in the 
singular, can be used for handiwork—Martial IV 39, Praxitelis 
manum Scojpaeque —and in any case Jupiter Olympius was one 
single piece of work. I suggest also that the change from plural 
to singular makes a more awkward sentence than TertuUian 
is accustomed to write and that we should retain molitur et 
ddoraiuTy and take manus as singular, and meaning first 'hand’, 
and then ‘handiwork’. 

VIII. 2 adeo caro salutis est cardo: de qua cum anima deo 
allegitur ipsa est quae efficit ut anima allegi possit. 

So Oehler, following Rhenanus. T has a deo for deo, and another 
a deo after possit^ both of which Dr Borleffs accepts. The real diffi¬ 
culty is with allegitur .. .allegi^ which apx)ear to be conjectures 
by Rhenanus: the MSS have impossible words, except that X 
has alligaiur and T has eligi. Apparently the copyists did not 
understand the sentence. But there is a certain tautology in 
the repetition of the same word, and (if Rhenanus’ conjecture 
is correct) an unwonted failure on TertuUian’s part to work his 
common trick of playing on two similar words so as to make 
a further developement of meaning. Moreover it is not prima¬ 
rily true that the soul is selected by, or elected for, God by 
means of, or for the sake of, the flesh: it is however true, as 
TertuUian repeats later, that by the baptism of the flesh the 
soul is brought into contact or union with God, and thus has 
its election made into a fact. (TertuUian, one may add, is not 
speaking of election in the Pauline or Augustinian sense). 
Mesnart reads deo alligatur, which appears in X: this could be 
a conjecture, but I suggest that even so it may be a sound one — 
‘the soul is united to God through the flesh as intermediary’. 
And seeing that a deo has now disappeared from the middle of 
the sentence there is room for it at the end, and I suggest that 
T is right. T may also be right with eligi, which refers to elec¬ 
tion, recruitment, or enrollment: allegi would mean ‘be sent 
out on commission’ or something of the kind. 
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XXIX, 15 = Ezekiel XXXVII. 14: et cognoscetis quod 
ego dominus loculus sum et fecerim, dicit dominus. 

So TMX, and Dr Borleffs agrees: P has loculus sim. Here, in 
spite of first impressions, it seems that TMX are right. At XXX. 
10, in an explanation of this clause, T again has loculus sum, 
this time as against MXP. The matter is not highly important: 
I mention it only so as to suggest that as a change from indi¬ 
cative to subjunctive would be somewhat uncouth, fecerim 
possibly stands for fecero. I can find no note of this in Roensch; 
but LXX has xai yvcoaeer&e 8ri iyeb Kvgtog XeXdXrjxa xai Tionjaco, 
and TertuUian apparently regarded the word as future, for he 
explains, id ulique facturus quod fuerat loculus. 

XXXin. 8 passionem regni ludaici et resurrectionem. 

Here again T alone seems to have retained the correct rea¬ 
ding, the others having accommodated their text into con¬ 
formity with a similarly shaped sentence a few lines lower. 

XXXVI. 4 post quam non nvbenl sed resuscitati. similes 
cairn erunl angelis, qua non nupluri quia non moriluri. 

So all the MSS. Resuscilali seems to hang in the air, which 
may be why Engelbrecht would have removed the period and 
deleted enim. I suggest instead, that virgines manebunl has 
dropped out after resuscilali, and that enim should be retained. 
Similes enim erunl angelis will then be an explanation of the 
words I have suggested inserting. 

XIV. 2, 3 porro si secundum svhslanlias, nec anima novus 
homo quia posterior, nec caro idea veins quia prior: quanlulum 
cairn temporis inter manum dei el adflatum? ausim dicere: etiam 
si muUo prior anima caro, eo ipso quod anima impleri se ex- 
'pecUxvil priorem earn fecit: omnis enim consumrmtio alque per- 
fectio, etsi ordine poslumal, effeclu anticipat. 

On line 4 T has prior anima quam caro, which Dr Borleffs 
accepts. With much deference I suggest that this does not give 
the required meaning. TertuUian has just admitted that the 
flesh is by a short interval older than the soul—the short inter¬ 
val that came between God’s formation of man of the clay of 
the earth, and His breathing into his nostrils the breath of 
life—but claims that this interval is too short to constitute the 
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difference between the Pauline old man and new man. He now 
further claims that even if this interval had been a long one, 
etiam si multo prior anima caro, the fact that flesh waited for 
soul to fill it proves the priority of soul in actuality, even if 
not in time-sequence. It seems then that the common reading is 
preferable to that of T. 

XIVIII. 11 quid et ipsos baptizari ait, id est si non quae 
baptizantur corpora resurgent? 

Quid is from Gelenius, for MPX qui. Id est has caused dif¬ 
ficulty: here T has idem, which will not construe. Dr Borleffs 
prints id est lavari, his own conjecture. Again with much defe¬ 
rence I suggest that there would be no particular reason to 
remind a Christian audience that ‘baptize’ is the Greek for 
‘wash’, and I wonder if we might venture to read: 

quid et ipsos baptizari ait «si omnino mortui non resurgunt* 
id est, si non quae baptizantur corpora resurgent? 

XLIX. 9 cum igitur.. ,dehinc adiungat. Hoc enim dico — 
id est ^propter ea quae supra dixi*; [propterea'] coniunctio est. 
est enim sensus supplementum antecedentibus reddens — quia 
caro et sanguis etc. 

This is the text as Dr Borleffs prints it. Propterea is not in 
T, and is rightly omitted. The third est (before enim) is from 
Gelenius. I cannot understand what the sentence in this form is 
supposed to mean; but I think we can make sense of it if (with T) 
we omit propterea, as being a repetition of propter ea, and, 
rejecting the third est, rearrange the punctuation: 

Hoc enim dico — id est "propter ea quae supra dixV: coniunctio 
est "enim^ sensus supplementum antecedentibus reddens — quod 
caro et sanguis etc. 

I. e., enim, in the quotation from St Paul, is a conjimction 
which refers back the additional thought, sensus supplementum, 
to what has already been said. 

Possibly I may be thought to have given some support to 
niy suggestion that T is often right and sometimes wrong, and 
that it may be imsafe to regard any single manuscript as finally 
authoritative. 
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Towards a Critical Edition of the Works 
of St. Julian of Toledo 

J. N. Hillgakth, Cambridge 

St. Julian of Toledo is the last of the great prelates of Visi- 
gothic Spain of whose life we know anything significant and 
whose works survive to any appreciable extent. Felix, his all but 
immediate successor at Toledo, has left us a portrait of him 
as the great bishop of his ago — “m defensione omnium Ecclesi- 
arum eximius, in regendis subditis pervigily in comprimendis 
superbis erectus, in sustentatione humilium apparatus^ debita 
auctoritate munificus'\ Fr. Murphy describes him as “in all 
probability the ablest administrator as well as the most com¬ 
petent theologian among the Visigothic bishops of Spain”, 
and the late Padre Madoz has said that while in erudition 
St. Julian equalled St. Isidore he surpassed him in the ori¬ 
ginality of his work^. 

Bom about 642 in Toledo, of Jewish descent, but of Christian 
parents, St. Julian studied under St. Eugenius, the poet, and 
St. Ddefonsus, who succeeded him in the See. He was himself 
consecrated Archbishop of Toledo on the 29th of January 680, 
in succession to Quiricus. He died ten years later, on the 6th 
of March 690. For his actions as Primate of Spain he has been 
much attacked by modem scholars, both Catholic and Protestant, 
who have seen in him an attitude towards the Holy See bordering 
on hostility, if not on schism, and have detected in his politics 
an overmastering desire to assert the Primacy of Toledo and 
an unscrupulous readiness to aid in the deposition of Wamba, 
who, on this theory, is supposed to have offended the ‘clerical 
party’ and Julian in particular. In recent years these accusations 
have been sifted and assessed critically, notably by Fr. F. X. 

^ Cfr. J. Madoz, Secimdo Decenio de Estudios sobre Patristica 
Espanola, Madrid, 1961, p. 142. 
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Murphy in two important articles^. All that need be said here 
is that the charges remain non-proven. 

Before passing to the consideration of the works ascribed to 
St. Julian one must mention his undoubtedly important role 
in the formation of the Spanish collections of Canon Law and 
in the revision of the Mozarabic Liturgy. We have hopes of 
a critical edition of the Hispana and until this collection and 
the Excerpta are critically edited and studied it is hopeless to 
attempt to clarify St. Julian’s role in their formation. There 
can be no doubt, on the other hand, from what Felix says in 
the Vita luliani, that Julian revised both the Visigothic '"Liber 
Missarum'' and the "Liber Orationum'' or the local office of 
Toledo. Dom Ferotin, indeed, believed the MS of the "Liber 
Sacramentorurri' that he edited in 1912 might well be a copy 
of Julian’s revision of the Missal, while the late W. S. Porter 
tentatively ascribed to him the compilation of the Visigothic 
Orationale of Verona. It is, however, difficult to prove his 
authorship of any but a few isolated masses, ascribed to him 
by Elipandus in the 8th and Samson of Cordova in the 9th 
Century 

Felix records the existence of seventeen works by St. Julian. 
Of these only five were, until recently, certainly known to 
survive — the Prognosticum futuri saeculi, the Apologeticum 
de tribus capitulis^ the treatise De Sextae Aetatis Comprobatione, 
the Historia Wambae and the ^Avrixei/ndvcov. To these the late 
P. Zacarias Garcia Villada claimed to have added a fragment 
of the first Apologeticum fideiy sent to Benedict II in 684, while 

^ “Julian of Toledo and the Condemnation of Monothelitism in 
Spain”, in: Melanges J. de Ghellinck, I, Gembloux, 1961, pp. 361—373: 
“Julian of Toledo and the Fall of the Visigothic Kingdom in Spain”, 
in: Speculum, 27 (1962), pp. 1—21. 

* Elipandus cites the Post Pridie of the Missa Generalis defunctorum 
as by St. Julian, in letters of 793/4 and 799, Concilia Aevi Karolini, 
2, 111—119 and PL 96, 876. Cfr. L. Ferotin, Le Liber Ordinum, 1904, 
cols. 417—423 and Dom D. De Bruyno, in Revue Benedictine, 30 (1913), 
pp. 420—8. Samson of Cordova quotes (H. Florez, Espaha Sagrada, 
XI, p. 300) from a Mass, In VIII ° Dominico de Quotidiano, (Le Liber 
Mozarabicus Sacramentorum, 623—6). Cfr. Porter, in Journal of Theo¬ 
logical Studies, 36 (1934), p. 282. 
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Dom Morin identified the De Remediis Blasphemiae mentioned 
by Felix with a work published by Cardinal Mai as by an 
unknown author. The late Padre Madoz, together with other 
scholars, did not accept these attributions, nor would the two 
discoveries add significantly, were they generally received, to 
the corpus of Juhan’s writings^. 

Apart from the works recorded by Felix there are several 
others which have been claimed for Julian. We need not linger 
over the Chronicle attributed to him nor over the other spuria 
printed in Migne. It can no longer be seriously held that he is 
the author of the Commentarium in Nahum; that there are 
some who still maintain his authorship is no doubt due to a 
reference in this 12th Century work to the preaching of St. James 
the Apostle in Spain. It is significant, as Fray Justo P4rez 
de Urbel has said, that this subject is not discussed by St. 
Juhan in the authentic De Seoctae Aetatis ComprobcUione, in 
the very place where one would most expect a discussion^. 

A more serious claim is made for Julian’s authorship of the 
Ars Orammatica^ but this too is not as yet accepted by all 
critics. It is clear the work comes from Visigothic Spain and 
no doubt from Toledo in the time of Julian but there are 
difficulties in the way of proving his authorship. Only a part 
of the work has been critically edited, by Prof. Lindsay in 
1922. 

Apart, then, from the Elogium Ildefonsiy which, though 
not mentioned by Felix, is unquestionably Julian’s, the addi¬ 
tions proposed of recent times to the small corpus of certainly 
authentic writings are few and unsatisfactory. One important 
loss will be indicated if not remedied by Professor Bischoff’s 
coming publication of what is probably part of the "'liber 
carminum diver8orum'\ from a 10 centiuy MS, Paris BN Lat. 
8093 and from a 15th Century MS at Florence. 

It remains to say something of Julian’s other genuine works. 
Of these only the Historia Wambae has received the benefits 

* Cfr. J. Madoz, “San Julian de Toledo”, in: Estudios Elclesiasticos, 
1952, pp. 62—6 and 60. 

* Cfr. J. P6rez de Urbel, in; Hispana Sacra, 6 (1952), p. 14 n. 31. 
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of a critical edition, by Prof. Levison, in the Monumenta 
Oermaniae Historical, The Apologeticum de Tribus Capitulis 
was, in part, embodied in the Acts of the XVth Council of Toledo 
in 688. Its MS tradition is therefore that of the Collection 
Hispana, which appears not to have been formed before 700. 
For the other three main works, the Prognosiicum, the De 
Sextae Aeiatis and the ^Avtixeifidvojv, the best edition available 
remains that edited by several Spanish scholars for Cardinal 
De Lorenzana and published in 1785. Although this edition 
was prepared with care it cannot, of coiuse, compare with 
Arevalo’s great edition of Isidore. It is based entirely on earlier 
editions. Only in the case of the Prognosticum was any attempt 
made to go back beyond the Maxima Bibliotheca Patrum of 1677. 
Here De Lorenzana’s editors tried to compare the readings 
of two 16th Century editions. On the whole they preferred the 
readings of that of Douai (1564) to those of Leipzig (1536), on 
the grounds that in the latter the quotations from the Fathers 
seemed too suspiciously accurate. Unfortimately an examina¬ 
tion of the MSS shows that Julian observed an extreme accuracy 
in quoting the Fathers, despite his apparent disclaimer of 
verbatim accuracy in his preface. The variants of the Douai 
edition can almost all be ascribed to carelessness and the lost 
original (a MS of Marchiennes) situated in a small and imimpor- 
tant group of 12th and 13th century MSS. 

The modem editor of the Prognosticum has at his disposal 
an embarrassingly large numbre of MSS. I have listed 152 more 
or less complete codices and 22 others containing some part 
of the work. Of these no less than 23 are of the 9th or 10th Cen¬ 
tury and 26 of the 11th. The enormous popularity of the 
Prognosticum in the earlier Middle Ages is also attested by its 
very frequent mention in medieval Catalogues of books. I have 
discovered 100 such Catalogues which mention the work and 
they include all the important Carolingian libraries. Other 
evidence of the work’s importance is to be found in its use by 
Aelfric in one of his homilies and by Peter Lombard, and in its 


^ In Scriptores Renim Merovingicarum, V (1910), 600—635. 
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translation into Anglo-Norman verse in the late 13th century. It 
is not surprising to find Pfere de Ghellinck including the Prognostic 
cum in 'le tableau des principales sources auxquelles s’alimente 
la pensfe de nos pferes”^. When it comes, however, to the ela¬ 
boration of a critical edition, most of the MSS can soon be eli¬ 
minated and two, of Saint-Gall and Corbie, emerge as the most 
reliable. Many of the earlier codices, incidentally, bear a hitherto 
unknown heading, which runs as foUows: “/n Nomine Domini 
nostfi lean Christi..., Utere feliciter Spassande papa iugiter 
‘per saecvla longa.'" This undoubtedly refers to a contemporary 
of St. Julian’s as bishop of Complutum—or Alcala de 
Henares. 

In contrast with the Prognosticum the De Sextae Aetatis 
Comprobaiione, written for a particular controversy, appears to 
have been almost unknown in the Middle Ages. Only two MSS 
are known to me, one at Paris of the 12th and one, at Madrid, of 
the 14th Century. All the editions, including De Lorenzana’s, 
reproduce, more or less accurately, the editio princeps of 1532, 
taken from a MS of the Cistercian Abbey of Eberbach in the 
Rheingau, which cannot now be traced. I hope to prepare a 
criticjJ edition of the work, as well as of the Prognosticum^ and 
I am informed by Dr. Diaz y Diaz of Valencia that his pupil. 
Padre Galmes, may be soon at work on the ^Avtocsiiihcav, The 
present edition, copied, with an arbitrary alteration of the 
order of the original, from the Bibliotheca Patrum, needs correc¬ 
tion from the MSS, of which the most important are two of 
Monte Casino, one of Munich and one of Bamberg. I should like 
to conclude by saying a little about the aims and achievements 
of St. Julian’s works. 

The Avrixeiphcov, a collection of Patristic opinions on con¬ 
troversial or difficult passages of the Old or New Testaments, 
may be said to be a practical manual, made, to quote Augustine 
in the De Doctrina Christiana, ^^ut non sit necesse christiano in 


^ “En Marge des Catalogues des Biblioth^ques m6di6vales”, in: 
Miscellanea Fr. Ehrle, V, pp. 353—4. Cfr. Idem, Le Mouvement Th6o- 
logique au XII* Si dele, 2® dd., 1948, p. 34, 116—7. 
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multia propter pauca laborare'' (2. 39 (59) c. 62)^. The Prognostic 
cum is a similar manual, dealing with all the questions of Death, 
Judgement, Heaven and Hell, and this explains its success 
in the earlier Middle Ages. Julian, in his preface, makes his 
purpose perfectly clear. He has collected, he says, into one 
small volume the opinions of the Fathers on these subjects: 

iam in perquisitione talium questionum, numerositaa librorum 
quaerenti animae laboriosa non essety sed multiplicem loboris 
sitim haec collecta brevitas satiaret'' Idalius, too, in his 
reply, praises the book’s ''studiosa brevitas'' and remarks “JE'rt- 
denter enim et dubia effugata et obscura in lucem producta sunt, 
cum et antiquorum Patrum decreta et novae brevitatis indicia 
artificii vestri ad medium sunt deducta. Manat ergo ex illorum 
sententia VeritaSy ex vestro autem labors nova et verissima brevitas." 
What made this ^'brevitas" of great use to many generations 
of Christians, however, was the very great learning of the 
author. Padre Madoz was able to show, in one of the last 
articles he published, that St. Julian almost certainly possessed 
and could read Greek Fathers in the original, Epiphanius, for 
example, or St. John Chrysostom 2 . He possessed and had read 
almost all the Latins. The search for his sources is endless and 
almost endlessly rewarding and a critical edition of his works 
should be of value not only as demonstrating the extent of 
late Visigothic culture, undoubtedly imique at that time in 
Western Europe, but also for the help it should give towards 
the editing of the earlier Fathers. In St. Julian we have, I need 
hardly point out in passing, an authority for the text of Cyprian 
or Augustine far earlier than all but a few MSS of these Fathers. 

Few readers of the ensuing centuries had access to libraries 
comparable with that of Toledo in 680, and in the works of 
St. Julian, as of Isidore and Taio, they were provided with 

^ Cfr. H-I. Marrou, Saint Augustin et la fin de la Culture antique, 
2® 6d., 1949, I, pp. 409 sqq and II (“Retractatio”), p. 700. 

* Cfr. J. Madoz, “Fuentes teologico-literarias de San Julian de 
Toledo”, in: Gregorianiun, 33, 1952, 399—417. A. C. Lawson has shown, 
in his thesis on the “Sources of the De Ecclesiasticis Officiis of St. 
Isidore of Seville” (Bodl. Ms. Eng. Theol. c. 66) that St. Isidore certainly 
used St. Cyril of Jerusalem in Greek. 
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well arranged collections of texts on the subjects that concerned 
them most deeply. These writers had made a great advance on 
the Augustinian collections of Prosper and Eugippius and in 
the progress they achieved were not to be surpassed by the 
authors of the Carolingian Renaissance. They provided, as 
P^re de Ghellinck has said^, the first models or at least the first 
essays, preluding the works of Abailard and Peter the Lombard, 
but their main achievement (and it is surely not inconsiderable) 
was to have satisfied the needs of the centuries of earlier medieval 
Christendom. 

^ Cfr. J. de Ghellinck, Le Mouvement Th6ologique, pp. 117—118. 
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R. T. Meyjsb, Washington D. C. 

In the process of making a translation of Palladius* Lausiac 
History into English for a forthcoming volume in the AncienJL 
Christian Writers Series, I noted every word not recorded in the 
lAddeU-Scott-JoneSyGreek-EnglishL/exicon. In the fashion familiar 
to students of lexicography, I soon began to note words used 
in special meanings where such differ from Liddell-Scott-Jones. 
What we need most of all in this regard is a complete Lexicon 
PdUadianum. Dom Butler, to be sure, gives a list of Greek words 
(II. pp. 270—276). The list is incomplete, the editor telling us 
that his purpose has been to include: 

1) words of interest from their monastic, or ecclesiastical use; 

2) words derived from Latin; 

3) words which seemed to be in any way of linguistic interest. 

He said that it was difficult to maintain consistency in the 
selection and that there are doubtless many failures (omis¬ 
sions ?). 

CJoleman-Norton’s edition of the Palladian Dialogus de Vita 
Sancti Joannis Chrysostomi (Cambridge 1928) has a similar list 
(pp. 207—218) with an almost word-for-word explanation as that 
of Butler. However, he adds a useful device: words which are 
apparently dbraf Xsydfieva are marked with an asterisk. A compa¬ 
rison of my list with that of Butler revealed as I had expected, 
some words which Butler himself did not note. Furthermore, 
the excellent work of Sture Linner, Syntaktische und lexikalische 
Stvdien zur Historia Lausiaca des Palladios (Uppsala 1943) is 
highly selective and somewhat disappointing when one looks in it 
for rare Palladian words. He was more interested in metaphorical 
uses of words in common usage in classical Greek, and besides, 
three quarters of his monograph is taken up with syntax. 
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The older Liddell-Scott, Greek-Engliah Lexicon (8th ed. rev. 
and augmented, 1897) contains some Palladian vocabulary. Some 
of the words are definitely assigned to Palladius, others are named 
as ecclesiastical or Byzantine. The new Liddell-Scott-Jones, 
Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford 1925—1940) expressly excluded 
the Greek ecclesiastical vocabulary, expecting this to be covered 
by a Lexicon of Patristic Greek. However, in the matter of new 
words in philosophy, and due to the findings of papyrology, we 
have more material at our disposal than formerly. (Personally, 
I am glad that I did not dispose of my old Liddell-Scott when I 
procured the new edition!) 

The following list of non-classical words from Palladius, 
Lausiac History is also selective. It is designed to show a cross- 
section of the vocabulary, and its treatment in the several 
dictionaries now at our disposal. The references are to the pages 
and lines in the editions of H. L. and the Dialogus. 

Two of the words in my own slips are assigned to Palladius 
in the 8th edition of Liddell-Scott (L.-S.): 
obedia, 7.12, Tearlessness’, and Trpoetoodwedv, 102.1, 2, ‘vestibule’. 
Other words defined and their proper assignations follow: 

99.18; 153.8, ‘mother, abbess’, from Syriac ‘ema’, corre¬ 
sponding to dppdg, ‘father (of monks)’; given as ecclesiastical. 
ijtTorjala, 7.12, ‘dauntlessness’ L.-S. eccl. Sophocles, Lexicon of 
Roman and Byzantine Greek mentions only 3 references to Neilos, 
repeated by Liimer. 

fipcagla, 157.19, ‘vicarage’ (Latin loan-word), quoted in L.-S. as 
an epigraphic reference. 

yorvxkiaiaj 107.21, ‘bending the knee’, ascribed to Basil in L.-S.; 
used by Athanasius in plural only. 

hididvcKcOy 130.18, ‘strip, despoil’, equated with ixdvo) and as¬ 
cribed to Josephus in L.-S., but L.-S.-J. adds a LXX reference. 
xovfpodo^Uiy 19.22, ‘vain-glory, conceit’, as eccl. in L.-S. Sophocles 
has only this ref. and Neilos here. 

noxanjxV'^og, 129.9, ‘newly instructed’, as eccl. in L.-S.; So¬ 
phocles adds Clem. Alex, and a commentator on Epiphanius. 
adiog, 99.7; 16; 17, ‘silly, imbecile’, Byz. in L.-S. Not in Liimer. 
Sophocles quotes this passage and the Apophthegmata Patrum. 
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K. E. Kirk, Vision of God ... (London 1931), p. 190 adds cor¬ 
rectly that adkog was a late and rare word whose meaning might 
be unknown to Palladius’ readers, for he defines it: oStco ya^ 
xaXovaiv rag naoxoioag^ ‘for so they call the sufferers’. 
vTcofivrjarixdv, 10.9, ‘reminder, memorandum’, eccl. and Byz. in 

L. -S.; occurs also in Dialogue, 22.14; 17. 

(pddxQioTog, 10.18, ‘Christ-loving’, L.-S. gives, inter alia a ref. 
to the Palatine Anthology where the gen. sg. q>iXoxQl(TXou> occurs, 
a Homeric ending on a Christian word! 

Sophocles gives as dbraf hydfieva or at least as confined to 
Palladius’ H. L. and Dialogue: 

alaxQOTiqayelv, 70.2, ‘to commit a shameful act’, here equivalent 
to fioix^La, the aloxQonodo} of Aristotle, E. N. 1120* 15, in special 
meaning in Palladius. 

yQvrdQiov, 37.8, ‘household stores', L.-S.-J. gives Zenobius 
(Paroemiographi Graeci ed. Gaisford, Oxon. 1836, p. 281). 
Sophocles quotes the H. L. passage and defines ‘small article 
of furniture’. 

ywapcoidga^, 161.14 and Dialogue, 77.30, ‘a woman hunter’, 
L.-S.-J. gives only Anon. ap. Suid. Sophocles, ‘a lustful man’; 
Coleman-Norton’s introduction to the Dialogue makes a com¬ 
parison of the phraseology and vocabulary of both works of 
Palladius to prove that they have a common author. This example 
occurs on p. LI V ibid, nor does he mention the Suidas occurrence. 
deQjjidxvXov, 149.1, ‘leather cushion’, but Clarke translation of 
H. L. in S. P. C. K. series calls it ‘rug’. L.-S.-J. mentions Pap. 
Lond.; Sophocles has it but queries the meaning. 
IbioTtQayiioavvri, 11.27; 12.6, ‘acting independently’. Sophocles 
has but this passage and one from Neilos. Linner, op. cit. p. 110 
points out the highly rhetorical passage in H. L. Prologue where 
occur: fpdoTtgay/ioavvt], noXvngaypoavvri, xaxonQaypoovvri, xaXo- 
TiQaypoovvrj, Idvo-, xrX., where the pattern is laid and certainly 
a verb tdvonqayio) is in good classical usage. 
xaxoCcota, 146.19, ‘evil life’. Dialogue, 31.19. Both occurrences 
noted by Sophocles. L.-S.-J. gives commentators on Plato, 
Procl. in Ale. and Hemi. in Phdr. 
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xififioda, 10.11, ‘stinginess, niggardliness’, L.-S.-J. quotes only 
the lexicographers Photius and Suidas, 8. v. xifi^ixa. Sophocles 
mentions only H. L. and equates it with /iixgoXoyla, defines as 
‘niggardness’. 

d^mqafAa^ 151.1, ‘sour wine’, L.-S.-J. gives as gloss to Lat. posca, 
and the meaning is clear enough from Celsus, Pliny, Scribonius, 
etc. Gloss. Philox. gives: poaca: SSvxgaroVy ndaiQ. Sophocles has 
this passage from H. L. and refers to SSvxgarov. 
oivQvyxog, 120.12, ‘sharp pointed’, in phrase 6. So¬ 

phocles quotes but this one passage as does Gardthausen, Grie- 
chische Paldographie II (Leipzig 1913) pp. 113—115. It refers 
here to a special kind of handwriting, with sharp pointed cha¬ 
racters. Rosweyd, Vitae Pairum (Antwerp 1628) p. 997 trans¬ 
lates this passage: pulchre enim scribebat libralem manum. 
nayxgiiunogy 3.8, ‘best of all’, Sophocles has but this one ex. 
L.-S. equates with navdgiarog, refers to Paul Silentarius, Desc, 
S. Soph, 22. Not in L.-S.-J. 

XQoaepjiodlCcOy 128.9, ‘thwart, hinder’, Sophocles has but this one 
ex., equates it with i/moSlCco. 

cwaaxfjftgiay 157.3, ‘fellow ascetic, associate in ascetic practices’. 
Sophocles has but this, in neither edition of L.-S. 
(rwaa/ji€vujfi6g, 163.7—8, ‘one who rejoices, be glad with one’. 
Sophocles defines: ‘common joy’, and L.-S.-J. has avvaapevlCco. 


Latin loan-words 

AvyovardXtog, 134.16; Dialogtis, 39.4; 43.19—20; *pra€fectiLS 
AugustV, both mentioned by Sophocles. L.-S.-J. only Johannes 
Lydus, de magiatraiibua populi Romani, 

^txagla, 157.19, ‘vicarage’. So Sophocles gives Justinian, Novell, 
8.1, but questions his definition ‘vicariate’. Athanasius has 
^ocdgiog (= Lat. vicarius) as does L.-S. 

158.12, ‘cloak* (= Lat. birrua), L.-S.-J. has only d piggog 
(= Lat. birrua)y quotes Giss. Papyri (II A. D.) and the Edict 
of Diocletian. A hybrid fiiggotpogog^ II1.4, ‘one who wears a 
cloak’, is quoted from this passage by Sophocles. 
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PovxxeU^Tov, 48.8—9, ‘soldier’s ration of hard bread’, where 
Greek keeps the double -xx- and -AA- of the Lat. buccellatum. 
Cf. Thes. Ling. Lat. II. 2228, 5—25; A. Souter, Glossary of Later 
Latin to 600 A. D. (Oxford 1949), p. 33. 
xofilarog^ 120.3, ‘furlough’ (= Lat. commeatibs) not in L.-S. 
Sophocles quotes xofifiedxov from Leo Tact. 8.4 and this from 
Palladius. Dialogus^ 49.14 has only xofiirdrov (= Lat. comi- 
tatum). 

xovarcodlay II8.4, ‘jail, prison’ (= Lat. custodia) good N. T. 
usage; so Sophocles quotes Matt. 27.65—66. 

Xexrlxtov, 149.10, ‘litter’, dimin. of lat. lectica. Sophocles quotes 
this with 3 others; L.-S.-J. only Alex. Trail. 
fiagnigiovy 153.18; Dialogus, 59.13; 16, ‘veil, head-dress, hood’, 
Souter, op. cit. p. 238 quotes as coming to Latin from Hebrew 
through the Greek. L.-S.-J. mentions only papyri of IV/V cen¬ 
turies A. D. A long note on this word in P. M. Meyer, Griechische 
Texts aus Agypten (Berlin 1916), p. 95 gives as variants: fxa- 
ipSgriov, paipognjg, /latpdgriv, and fiagnigiov. Numerous examples 
in Sophocles. 

naXdrujVy 131.5, ‘palace’ (= Lat. palatium). L.-S.-J. gives only 
the Palatium, the Palatine Hill (D. Hal., etc.), but this is the 
Palace of Constantinople, also in this sense in Dialogue^ 42.3; 
55.18; 86.23; 128.10, as well as 10 references in the Lexicon 
Athanasianum. 

TtgaiTioairog, 158.6; 169.7, ‘prefect’ (=Lat. praepositm). L.-S.-J. 
gives only as a military title, Cairo Papyri, IV Cent. A. D. So¬ 
phocles has several examples, including this one. Cf. also Lexicon 
Athanasianum. 

rgipovvog^ 128.16; 151.4, ‘tribune’ {= Lat. tribunus) in neither 
edd. of L.-S.; Sophocles has several examples; 
a hybrid: rgipovoqAgog^ 11.4, ‘one who wears the philosopher’s 
short coat’, given in L.-S.-J. as Giessen Papyri, II century 
A. D. Sophocles quotes this passage and Socr. H. E. Cf. also 
Anatolian Studies presented to Sir William M. Ramsay^ edd. 
W. H. Buckler and W. M. Calder (Manchester 1923), p. 74. 


Digitized by 


Google 



Lexical Problems in Palladius* Hist. Laus. 


49 


Prefixes and suffixes extended 

A good many words to be found, not in the lexica, but whose 
meaning is clear enough in context. These compounds formed 
with one or more preverbal particles show interesting semantic 
developments. 

dvsxdirjyijTOQ, 131.22, ^unspeakable, unutterable’; cf. Lat. ine- 
narrabilis. L.-S.-J. only N.T. and var. led. to Aristeas. Not in 
Linner. Sophocles gives the N. T. ref. and Justin Martyr, Tryph. 
43. 

63.11; 76.21; 131.20, ‘despair’. L.-S. gives this mean¬ 
ing ascribed to Athanasius. Sophocles mentions this passage 
and Hippol. Haer. 

anoTCL^laj 147.10; 156.2, ‘taking leave of, renunciation*. Sophocles 
adds Basil to this, meaning of ‘renunciation’. 
aarrjXhetnov, 155.4, ‘not commemorated on a pillar*. L.-S.-J. 
has only azrjXixia}, ‘inscribe upon a pillar (<rr?JA?y)*. Sophocles 
notes this passage with meaning ‘not made known* (in a good 
sense). 

ditffvx^ct), 119.13, ‘to doubt, hesitate*; not in L.-S.-J., but L.-S. 
gives Ep. Clem. 1.23, as does Sophocles, adding Herm. Vis. 
and Clem. Alex. 

diifwxla, 10.11, ‘indecision, uncertainty*, Sophocles adds Herm. 
Vis. 2.2 to this passage, defines as ‘double-mindedness*. L.-S.-. J. 
has only diyrvxla: daioqla Hesych. 

Mi/4vdCa>, 140.2, ‘lie stagnant’, but Sophocles has iXXipvdCoj for 
this passage and Basil. L.-S.-J. has only XipvdCco where a var. 
led. gives iXipv-. 

htumXayxvlCopai, 131.23, ‘move to compassion’, L.-S.-J. only 
Septuagint where Sophocles gives two LXX examples. 
rfAff/a, 7.15, ‘fine language’, not in the various lexica which I 
have checked, but the meaning is clear enough from the context: 
ov xfj evXe^lq. qtr&julCafv roi>g djtoardXavg, ‘not training the Apost¬ 
les in fine language*. 

nQoxeiglCa), 117.3, ‘ordain*, L.-S. only: ‘take in hand, appoint, 
elect*. Word in Sophocles but not in this special meaning. Euseb. 
H. K II. 1.10 -a&Tjvai elg xifv diaxovlav must mean ‘to be 
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ordained to the diaconate*. Probably Sophocles should have 
put these examples under meaning 3). 

GVfifpdilo)^ 130.16, ‘sing in concert, to sing Psalms with .. 
L.-S.-J. gives ovfAxpaXfjLa ‘sound in concert’. L.-S. has ‘sound in 
concert*, eccl. Sophocles quotes this passage from Palladius, 
adds Gregory of Nyssa III, 1043 and Methodius, 392. 
awacTa^TQia, 157.3, ‘fellow ascetic, associate in ascetic prac¬ 
tice*. Sophocles gives this passage and meaning. Athanasius, 
Vita Antoni has awacxrjTijg (socim monachi). 
iTiBQxivivveva}^ 167.10, ‘run risks*, meaning being perfectly 
clear from contexts. Linner quotes this and John Chrysostom 
from a reference in Stephanus. Not in L.-S.-J. nor Sophocles. 

Suffixes extended 

Merjg, 119.21, for d&eog^ ‘godless’, cf. Horace, non sine Dis. 
In L.-S.-J. only adverbial d&eel. Here the Venice and Paris 
MSS. have Oeov &vev where B has d&eia. 
djigayog, 66.12; 80.13, replaced ojigdyficov; according to L.-S., 
‘easy, off-hand*. Occurs in both H. L. and Diaiogus^ 122.33, and 
Sophocles notes both entries. 

daxT^xQiay 84.7; 113.17; 114.3; 164.22; 166.19, ‘woman ascetic*, 
fern, of daxrjrijg, Calder in Anaiolian Studies etc., p.81, trans¬ 
lates as ‘nun’. Sophocles quotes this passage, adds others. 
Athanasius does not have the term. 

pL^Xidagtov, 27.11; 80.17; ‘booklet, little volume*, occurs twice 
in H. L.: 1) little book of Gospels, carried in the pocket; 2) author 
calls the H. L. his ‘little book*. The papyri frequently have 
PtPXldu)v and Sophocles quotes under Pipkagldvovy defines as 
‘little scroll’. 

deiXiaivo}, 103.15, ‘to be a coward, be cowardly’. Sophocles 
derives from deiXog, defines ‘to make afraid’, quotes LXX and 
Cyrill. Alex. I. 369 B. 

xaraXifindvco, 117.4, meaning of xaxdkebio)^ used in present tense 
only. L.-S.-J. quotes papyri and LXX. Not in Sophocles, fre¬ 
quent in Lexicon Athanasianum. 

xaxaxeQfiaxll^Ci), 134.11, ‘change into money, change into smaller 
coin’. L.-S.-J. quotes Oxy. Papyri, not in Sophocles. 
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XexrlxtoVy 149.10., dim. of I.iat. lectica {cf. supra). The -£ov, ‘idiov 
endings are frequent in late Greek and often carry no dimi¬ 
nutive connotation. 

ivQiCo), 132.22, ‘to shave’, meaning of L.-S.-J. gives only 

Scholia on Nicander Alexipharmaca where upcvAaio ‘strip off’ 
is glossed by ^vQrjaov (ipv. aor. 2 sg. of 

Miscellaneous compounds 
At all periods in the history of the Greek language there was 
a great facility in the formation of compounds, a fact frequently 
re-iterated in various histories of the language. 
aiaxQond^eui, 139.5, ‘suffering disgrace’, in neither edd. of 
L.-S. nor in Linner. Sophocles mentions Nilus where he gives 
the meaning: to alaxQ^^ ndaxeiv. 

aUjxQonQoyelv^ 70.2, ‘to commit a shameful act’. Sophocles 
quotes this passage and mentions Cyrill. L.-S.-J. quotes Scholia 
to Aristophanes, RancuSy 1308. 

dqxonoiTxlaVy 112.2, ‘baker’s shop’, where var. led. has dgroxo- 
Ttelov. 

i&sh)(pd6ooq)oqy 12.26, ‘would-be philosophers’, Sophocles quotes 
forms in i&eh)- with meaning ‘affecting, pretending’. 
xaxodidaaxaXlay 146.19, ‘evil teaching’. Suidas, E. M. have xaxo-- 
didaaxcdicoy ‘instruct in evil ways’. L.-S. has Ignat, ad Phila- 
delph. 2 xaxodidaaxaXlav rcov aiQeoKorajVy ‘malae doctrinae 
haereticorum’. Sophocles has this passage and Epiphanius. 
xoMyrjQog, 53.8; 102.15; 131.23, ‘venerable’ (esp. of monks, 
regardless of age). 

xaXoTiQoypoavvrjy 12.5. Not in L.-S.-J. nor in Sophocles. In 
Palladius -nQaypoavvr} is used in many other combinations, 
as xaxo-y xaXo-, idio-, qjiXo-, noXv-, etc. 

xovtpoyvwpcovy 9.8, ‘light-headed’. Nothing in L.-S.-J. Linner 
quotes Stephanus, John of Damascus. 
xov(podoSla cf. supra p. 45. 

peyaXivouiy 9.11—12, ‘your Magnificence, your Magnanimity’. 
L.-S.-J. gives as honorific title in VI cent. A. D. Sophocles has 
examples from Basil and I have located some in Eusebius, 
Vita ConstarUiniy passim. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



52 


R. T. Mbyeb 


dXiyoddjiavoQ, 163.4, ‘consuming or spending little’. L.-S.-J. 
gives only Suidas. Sophocles for Basil, ‘spending but little*. 
oXiyoniaroQ, 125.7, ‘of little faith’, must be ultimately from 
N. T. and Hickie, N. T. Lexicon claims that it is only N. T. 
TtvevfxaxofidxoQy 136.9, ‘fighting with the Spirit’. Not in L.-S.-J., 
but L.-S. gives this meaning and -^axico as eccl. Sophocles adds 
others to this, as does Lexicon Athanasianum. 
ywxcotpeXijQ, 10.9, ‘profiting the soul, or spirit, soul-benefit ting’. 
L.-S.-J. gives only Suidas here, and L.-S. mentions Cyril (but 
does not mention which one, of Alexandria, or Jerusalem). 
Sophocles adds Basil and Gregory of Nyssa, confirms Cyril of 
Alexandria. 

This work of Palladius gives, I suppose, as good a cross- 
section of Greek vocabulary as one could hope to find for the 
period of its composition. Its subject matter and treatment 
required but few technical theological terms. 

It is good to know that the first fascicle of the long-promised 
Lexicon of Patristic Greek is now partly in gaUey-proof and it is 
equally pleasing to know that it will list all words, whether of 
theological interest or not, which are not recorded, or are in¬ 
adequately recorded in the last two editions of Liddell-Scott. 
Furthermore, the editors themselves admit in all honesty that 
this pioneer effort is to be considered only as a contribution to a 
Thesaurus of Late Greek which may one day be written. 
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of St. John Chrysostom 

E. R. Smothers S. J. , West Baden Springs 


The Homilies on Acts of St. John Chrysostom are a well- 
known sequence of fifty-five sermons, dated by the preacher 
himself to the third year of his episcopate in Constantinople 
(400 A. D.). The bishop’s responsibilities in that imperial city 
were heavy. It is hardly surprising, imder the circumstances, 
that this body of popular discourses should find publication in 
a literary form less finished than we are accustomed to expect 
of the Golden Mouth. The faultiness of composition has been 
exaggerated; but it is real, and has a bearing on the trans¬ 
mission of the text. 

Henry Savile, in his unsurpassed edition of the opera omnia 
of Chrysostom, printed at his own expense at Eton, and finished 
in 1613, recognized both the stylistic rudeness of these Homilies, 
and the extraordinary diversity of the manuscripts which con¬ 
tain them. He saw that we have, in fact, two distinct recensions 
on our hands. 

A century after Savile, Montfaucon (Paris, 1718—1738) also 
was struck by the bewildered state of the text of the Homilies, 
and surmised that at the source of our written tradition we 
may have not a copy prepared for publication by the author, 
but the notes of his stenographers. These views of the earlier 
editors were largely confirmed in the nineteenth century by 
the labors of Theobald Fix on the revised Benedictine edition 
of Chrysostom (Paris, 1834—1839). 

It remained for Henry Browne, translator of the Homilies 
in the Oxford Library of the Fathers, just over a hundred years 
ago (Oxford, 1851—1852), to bring the critical discussion to a 
head. Browne made his own study of the manuscripts, reviewed 
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the theory and practice of the editors before him, and pronounced 
judgment in no imcertain terms. 

There are indeed two editions of the Homilies in the codices. 
In their pure form, the two texts are clearly distinguished by 
the comparatively smooth style of the one, the rough state of 
the other. There is no excuse for mixing them, for one is the 
source from which the other is derived, by a deliberate revision 
throughout. 

What of their respective claims to authenticity? The superiori¬ 
ty of the rough text, says Browne, “in point of sense and co¬ 
herence, notwithstanding its frequent abruptness and uncouth¬ 
ness, is too evident to be called in question”. Moreover, its 
greater antiquity is proved by collation with secondary sources, 
especially with the Greek Catena on Acts, which shows only 
the rough text in its many quotations from these Homilies. 
The smooth text, concludes Browne, is a late revision, and 
without authority. 

So much for the history of editorial theory, from Savile to 
Browne. What of the practice? The first edition in Greek of 
the Homilies on Acts was printed by Commelin, at Heidelberg, 
in 1603. I think he may have used one or both of two extant 
manuscripts, one in the municipal library of Geneva, one now 
at the Vatican, in the Palatine collection. Like both of these, 
Commelin’s text is, at all events, a mixture, with readings of 
the smooth recension prevailing. 

Savile revised the printed pages of Commelin from fresh 
manuscripts, entered a number of variants in the margin, and 
so provided printer’s copy for his own edition. This material, a 
monument both of Savile’s debt to his predecessor,, and of his 
personal labors, is preserved among the manuscripts of the 
Bodleian. Among Savile’s codices was New College 75—76, 
written in the eleventh century, and also now in the Bodleian. 
It is of the rough recension, and contributed many good read¬ 
ings to the new edition; but this remains an eclectic mixture, 
and generally reproduces Commelin. Contrary to an opinion 
once entertained by Conybeare, readings of the smooth recen¬ 
sion prevail, even in Savile. 
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Montfaucon’s corps of collators, working in Paris, had more 
manuscripts at their disposal than previous editors, including 
a fine one of the smooth recension, Paris 729. This would later 
command the special favor of Theobald Fix, the reviser. Both 
Benedictine editions are mixtures, in which the smooth text 
prevails. 

As in theory, so in practice, it remained for Henry Browne 
to mark a radical departure. His English version of the homilies 
in the Oxford Library remains our only presentation in print 
of the text in an unmixed state, that of the rough recension. 

Charles Marriott, in his preface to Browne’s translation, 
announced the latter’s intention of publishing the Greek. 
Unfortunately, this promise was never kept. Efforts have been 
made, in recent years, at Pusey House and elsewhere, to trace 
Browne’s papers, but in vain. 

May we turn now to current studies. A manuscript copy of 
the Homilies which, at the time, was not recorded in any cata¬ 
logue, was acquired in 1922 by the General Library of the 
University of Michigan. On the palaeographic evidence, it may 
be assigned with probability to the eleventh century. William 
Warner Bishop, then Librarian of the University saw the book 
in the dealer’s hands, recognized its textual interest, and arranged 
the purchase. 

Under the direction of Henry Arthur Sanders, this codex 
has now been thoroughly studied; and its title to critical con¬ 
sideration is well established. 

This new witness, Michigan 14, was the subject of a doctoral 
dissertation presented in 1932, at Ann Arbor, by Sharon Lee 
Finch, who placed it in its due relation to manuscripts already 
known. Together with New College 75—76, it belongs, in Dr. 
Finch’s classification, to Family 1; and deserves equal con¬ 
sideration with the latter in constructing the family text—^the 
text, that is to say, of the rough recension. 

Following up Finch’s work, I presented a dissertation at 
Ann Arbor in 1936, on “The Twofold Tradition of St. John 
Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts”, a summary of which appeared 
the foUowing year in Recherches de Science Religieuse, then 
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under the editorship of Jules Lebreton. My study led to conclu¬ 
sions in complete accord with those of Henry Browne. The 
rough recension alone is primitive. The smooth is a late, in¬ 
authentic revision; all our printed editions of the Greek are an 
illicit mixture^ 

Browne was silent on one capital point in the argument for 
his position. The text of the Book of Acts, quoted completely 
in the course of the fifty-five Homilies, is distinctly at variance 
in the two recensions. The smooth reveals a consistent tendency 
toward full agreement with the late Byzantine text; while the 
rough recension yields a notable harvest of independent readings, 
many of which have support in ancient codices of the Bible. 
The value of this criterion for the respective antiquity of the 
two recensions is evident; and it is of distinct value to the 
biblical scholar who happens to be concerned with the patristic 
text of the Book of Acts. 

It is almost twenty years since I had the hardihood to write: 
“The first step toward a critical text of the Homilies on Acts 
will be the transcription of a good manuscript of the rough 
recension.*’ Without entering into tedious apologies for so long 
a delay, I would say that I have at length retiumed to the 
Homilies, and have laid, I hope, a sound foundation for an 
edition of the rough recension. A transcript of Michigan 14, 
column by column and line by line, is complete. It is to serve 
as a base for collations, of which that of New College 75—76 
has been made. 

In the summer of 1952, it was my privilege to enjoy for 
three delightful days the hospitality of the Benedictines of 
Seckau Abbey, in the Steiermark, as the guest of the dean of 
Chrysostom studies, Dom Chrysostom Baur. His private list of 
Chrysostom manuscripts was opened to me with total genero¬ 
sity ; and my rudimentary one for the Homilies on Acts was at 
once brought to a state which must be almost, if not quite 
complete, for Western European and Eastern Mediterranean 
libraries. 

Of all these, I was able to see the manuscripts now preserved 
in England, France, Switzerland, Germany, Austria and Italy. 
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There remain perhaps a score still to be seen in Athens, on 
Mount Athos, at Patmos and Lemnos. We now have, at West 
Baden College, microfilms of most of the manuscripts already 
identified as of the rough recension, and hope to have all of 
them. There will hardly be twenty complete series of the fifty- 
five Homilies in the rough recension to be collated, even if 
none of them be neglected. 

It would be imprudent to forecast the end of the project. 
One has need of Heaven’s blessing, and of the human assistance 
available. May I invite scholars, especially in England, to bear 
in mind the desideratum already mentioned of the literary 
remains of Henry Browne, including his collations of the 
Homilies on Acts; and may I earnestly call the attention of 
all to a far more costly loss, which Dom Germain Morin, of 
revered memory, believed might someday be retrieved. Accor¬ 
ding to Cassiodorus, Instiiutiones 1, VIIII, 1, his friends made a 
Latin translation of Chrysostom’s Homilies on Acts, and this 
work was deposited in the monastic library at Vivarium. Its 
existence is not of record today. Any librarian or frequenter 
of libraries, who catches the scent of this old translation of the 
Homilies, may run down the best witness of all to the ancient 
text. 
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Reste von Theodorets Apologie 
fiir Diodor und Theodor bei Facundus^ 

L. Abramowski, Bonn 

War Theodoret bereits 431 der offizielle Verteidiger der antio- 
chenischen Theologie gegen die zwolf Anathematismen Kyrills 
gewesen, so war er auch der berufene Anwalt der beruhmtesten 
Vertreter dieser Theologie, der Bischofe Diodor von Tarsus 
und Theodor von Mopsuestia, als nach jahrelangem Kessel- 
treiben gegen Theodor Kyrill schlieQlich gegen beide zu Felde 
zog. Die Vorgeschichte von Kyrills dreiteiligem Werk gegen 
Diodor und Theodor ist sehr kompliziert, es gibt verschiedene 
Rekonstruktionsversuche; mit beidem konnen wir uns hier 
hicht beschaftigen*. Kyrills polemisches Werk ist, wie man 
weiB, nur noch in Bruchstiicken erhalten, deren groBtes Ver- 
dienst es ist, uns Diodor- und Theodor-Zitate zu iiberliefem. 
Mit den Quellen, die Kyrill die Zitate lieferten, namlich zwei 
apoUinaristischen Florilegien, hat sich M. Richard in zwei 
glanzenden Aufsatzen befaBt^. Beklagenswerter noch als der 
Verlust der drei Traktate Kyrills ist es, daB ein gleiches Schick- 

^ Dies Referat entspricht inhaltlich, wenn auch in anderer, dein 
miindlichen Vortrag cmgepafiter Form, einem Exkurs meiner Disser¬ 
tation „Untersuchungen zum literarischen Nachlafi des Nestorius“. 

• Vgl. E. Schwartz, Konzilstudien. Schriften der Wissenschaftl. 
Gesellschafb in Strafiburg H. 20(1014); P. Peeters, La vie deRabboula, 
6veque d’Edesse (f 7 aout 436), Recherches de science religieuse 18 
(1928) 170—204 = Recherches d’histoire et de philologie orientales 
(Brussel 1961) t. I, 139—170; M. Richard, Proclus de Constcmtinople 
et le th^opaschisme, RHE 38 (1942) 303—331; R. Devreesse, Essai sur 
Theodore de Mopsueste (Studi e testi 141, 1948) 126ff. imd meinen 
Versuch in der in der vorigen Anmerkimg genannten Dissertation. 

• M. Richard, La tradition des fragments du traits IIbqI ivap^gco- 
Tpjaecog de Theodore de Mopsueste, Museon 66 (1943) 66—76, und: 
Les trait<^s de Cyrille d’Alexandria centre Diodore et Thi^odore et les 
fragments dogmatiques de Diodore de Tarse, Melanges d^di^s h la 
m^moire de F61ix Grat, 1.1 (Paris 1946) 99—116. 
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sal die Gegenschrifb Theodorets traf. Immerhin gibt es auch 
von der „Apologie fiir Diodor und Theodor** Fragmente: in 
den syrisch erhaltenen Akten der BAubersynode von 449 und 
in den Akten des 5. Konzils^. 

Zwar verheiBt der Titel dieses Referats „Reste der Apologie 
Theodorets** im Werk Pro defensione trium capittUorum des 
Bischofs Facundus von Hermiane; genauer hAtte man aber 
sagen mtissen: „Reste der Testimonien aus Theodorets 
Apologie**. Denn Facundus, der ja nicht mehr nur Theodor 
verteidigen muQte, sondem auch Theodoret, hat sich wohl- 
weislich gehiitet, den Bischof von K 3 nTOS auch noch damit zu 
belasten, daB er ihn als Verfasser der Verteidigungsschrift fiir 
den theologisch viel angefochteneren Theodor zitierte. Wohl 
aber war Theodorets Testimoniensammlung fiir die Zwecke des 
Facundus sehr brauchbar. Ich glaube namlich, daB man von 
drei Zitatgruppen der uber 250 Zitate des Facundus behaupten 
kann, sie stammten aus der Apologie Theodorets. 

Ehe ich die Beweise fiir diese Behauptung andeute, mochte 
ich die Zitatkomplexe vorfuhren. Ich gebe dabei den Exzerpten 
die Nummem, die ihnen zustehen, wenn man samtliche Zitate 
des fleiBigen Afrikaners von Anfang bis zu Ende durchzalilt. 
Die laufenden Nummem haben den Vorteil, daB sie sofort die 
Stellung der Zitate zueinander erkennen lassen. 

Erste Gruppe: 

Fac. IV, 2 Nr. 79) PL 67, 612 BC Domino meo filio — conscientiam 
cidpabantur, Athanasius Diodoro Tars, (Tyr.!). 

Nr. 80. 81) 613 AB Amor quod circa,,, Consiliatoribus 
igitur, , , Petrus Alex, episcopis presbyt. diaconis. 

Nr. 82) 613 C — 614 A Domino meo — ecclesiarum Christi, 
Timotheus I. Alex. Diodoro. 

Nr. 83) 614 C Diodorum autem — efficiuntur, Basilius 
Caes. fiwi Patrophilum (ep. 244). 

Nr. 84—86) 614 C — 616 A Legi lihros ,, , Cerium enim 
habes ,,, Direxi autem nunc , , . idem ad Diodorum (ep. 136). 
Nr. 87—89) 616 C — 616 C Sapiens isle , , . Sic etiam 
imperatores , ,. Quia ergo indubiianter , , , Joheumes Con¬ 
stant. Laus Diodori. PG 62, 764. 


^ Flemming, Akten der ephesinischen Synode vom Jcdire 449 syrisch.., 
(Abh. d. Gtesellschaft d. Wissensch. Gottingen, phil. hist. Kl. N. F. 
XV, 1) 104ff. Mansi IX, 262 D — 264. 
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Nr. 90. 91) 616 D — 617 A Non superflue . . . Sed rever- 
tamur .. . Idem in cdio sermone de Diodoro. 

Nr. 92. 93) 617 C 618 B Domino meo . .. Sed etiam eius 
discipuli . .. Epiphanius ad Diodorum. 

Nr. 94) 618 C 619 B Mirabilis vero ApoUinarius — Paulini 
et Epiphanii. Episcopi Aegyptii qm in Diocaesarea exsula- 
bant monachis in Nitria constitutis. 

Nr. 96) 620 A Diodorus Tarsensis — ignorarUiam saecu- 
larium litterarum. Hieronymus, De viris illustribus c 119 
PL 23, 750. 

Nr. 96) 620 C Sed illi habearU ecdesias — deinceps ad ea 
revertantur. Gratianus, Valentinianus, Theodosius (I) ad 
Auzoniiim. Ck)d. Theod. XVI, 1, 3 vom 30. Juli 381. 
Mommsen-Meyer I, 2 p. 834. 

Nr. 97—99) 621 AC Tu quidem .. . Quod si nobis . .. Iste 
enim mcdo . . . lulianus imperator Photino. 

Zweite Gnippe; 

Fac. ni, 2 Nr. 62) 686 B Angelus diaboli est — quae et ante saecula. 

Theodorus Mopsuestenus tertio decimo libro codicis quern 
m3rsticum appellavit. Katechet. Reden XIII. Ed. Tonneau- 
Devreesse (Studi e testi 146) p. 381. 

Nr. 63) 686 B Manifestum est enim — aetemo exstantem. 
Idem c. Apolin. 1. 3. 

Nr. 66) 687 AB Bonum est in hoc — effectam esse personam. 
Idem De Incamatione 1. XIII. 

Nr. 67) 689 A Prolata est — offerentes dicebant, Cyrillus 
Orientalibus. „Pro Theodoro,^* Coll. Sich. Nr. 16 ACO I 6 
p. 316, 4—6. 

Nr. 68) 689 B Scripti sunt — quod in eius est. Cyrill. adv. 
Diod. et Theodor. 

4 Nr. 68) 696 AB Quis Christum — pueri sui salute, Theo¬ 
dorus Mops., in Matthaeum. 

Nr. 70) 696 AC Supplicahat autem ei — et ego homo sum. 
Idem ibidem. 

^ Nr. 72) 699 BC Quos oportuit scire — dividi earn putant. 
Idem epist. II ad Artemiiun. 

® Nr. 73) 601 AC Et quoniam novum — habet servi forma. 
Idem ad Rom. I. 

Nr. 74) 602 BC (vgl.Nr. 190) Ego quidem, quod — maxime 
iUa quae prima sunt. Idem De allegoria et historia, ad 
Cerdonem. 

Nr. 76) 603 BC Paulus autem valde — suum referre pro- 
positum. Cyrill. adv. Diod. et Theodorum. 
l^tte Gruppe: 

Fac. IX, 1 Nr. 169) 739 C Quid itaque invenietur — verhum bonum f 
Theodorus Mops, eid Ps. 44. Ed. Devreesse (Studi e testi 93) 
p. 278, 14—26. 
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Nr. 170) 740 AC Quoniam quidem priu8 — copidcUionem 
et unitcUem, Idem ibidem; Devreesse p. 286, 17—287, 31. 
Nr. 171) 740 C — 741 A Sicut et Joannes — astruunt mani- 
feste. Idem ibidem; Devreesse p. 288, 3—20. 

Nr. 172) 741 CD Sed quia haec Deo Patri — in uniiatem 
personae. Idem ibidem; Devreesse p. 289, 20—290, 3. 

Nr. 174) 742 D — 743 A Dominus enim Christus — ani- 
madvertens aUerUius. Theod. ad Mt. 16, 13. 

IX, 2 Nr. 176) 744 A — 746 A Proximus etiam passioni — dog- 

malum scientiam eis remaneret. Idem ibidem (?). 

IX, 3 Nr. 176) 746 D — 747 A In mundo erat — non cognoverunt 

proprium Deum. Idem in Jo£mn. 1,10. Devreesse, Essai 
p. 314, 13—316,4. CSCO 116 p. 32,3—16 (116 p. 22, 
1 — 12 ). 

Nr. 177) 747 B Neque enim, si duos — extremae est amen- 
tiae. Idem liber ad baptizatos. Katech. Beden ed. Tonneau- 
Devreesse p. 207. 

Nr. 178) 747 C — 748 A Quando naturas quisque — aduna- 
tionem quam ad ilium haJbet. Idem De incamat. 1. V c. 62. 

Nr. 179) 760 CD Si ergo hominem dicentes — propter doc- 
trinam pietatis. Idem ibidem 1. VI c. 64. 

Nr. 180) 760 D — 761 A Haec autem omnia — calumniam 
manifestam redarguentibus. Idem ibidem. 

Nr. 181) 761 D — 762 A Scient enim per tales voces — pro 
certo divinitatis opus. Idem ibidem 1. X c. 70. 

Nr. 182) 762 C Si vero aliquis — dico Deum et Filium Dei. 
Idem ibidem 1. XII. 

Nr. 183) 763 C Propter quod utrumque — adunatio naturarum 
effecit. Idem ibidem 1. XV. 

Nr. 184) 764 C Omnes enim ludaei — ludaeos quilibet 
videbit. Idem c. Eimomianos 1. X. 

IX, 4 Nr. 186) 766 C — 766 B Quoniam autem et iuocta nos — 

nullum modum incidi valens. Idem adv. Apoll. 1. IV. 

IX, 6 Nr. 186) 762 A Si utique quod dictum est.. . 

Nr. 187) Inhabitavit enim.. . Idem De incamat. 1. IX. 

X, 1 Nr. 189) 769 B — 770 A Ante 30 iam hos annos — votum 

nostrum est conservare. Idem De Apolinario et eius haeresi, 
in principio. 

Nr. 190) (vgl.Nr. 74) Non quarUam oportuerat — quae prima 
sunt. Idem £id Cerdonem. 

1. Zunachst ist eine liickenlose Folge von 21 Zitaten zu 
nennen, die Diodor betreffen. Es sind nach meiner Zahlung 
Nr. 79—99 in Pro defensione Buch IV, cap. 2. Die Reihe ist in 
ihrem Aufbau wohlberechnet, sie beginnt mit Exzerpten aus 
Briefen alexandrinischer Patriarchen und schlieBt mit Er- 
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wahnungen Diodors in kaiserlichen Erlassen oder Schriften. 
Die drei Alexandriner, Vorg&nger Kyrills, sind Athanasius, 
Petrus und Timotheus I. Nr. 79, der Brief des Athanasius, ist 
jedooh nicht, wie Facundus meint, an Diodor von Tarsus ge- 
richtet, sondem an seinen gleichnamigen, ilteren Kollegen von 
Tyrus. Dieser Fehler ist wichtig, er wird uns nooh bei einem 
anderen Autor begegnen. Petrus von Alexandrien erwahnt 
Diodor als orthodox in einem Brief (Nr. 80), Timotheus schreibt 
an Diodor selber (Nr. 81). Der alexandrinischen Gruppe folgen 
nicht weniger illustre Namen: Nr. 83—86 Basilius von C&sarea 
mit zwei Briefen an und tiber Diodor, Nr. 87—91 Johannes 
Chrysostomus mit zwei Predigten iiber Diodor, Nr. 92 und 93 
Epiphanius an Diodor, Nr. 94 exilierte agyptische Bischofe iiber 
Diodor, Nr. 96 Hieron 3 rmus in De viris illustribvs iiber Diodor. 
SchlieQlioh die Kaiser: Nr. 96 die Sakra Theodosius’ d. Gr. 
von 381 iiber die Restitution der Beichskirche, Nr. 97—99 der 
Apostat Julian an Photinus iiber Diodor. 

2. Die zweite Gruppe besteht aus 11 Zitaten, in der Haupt- 
sache aus Werken Theodors. Sie erstreckt sich iiber Kap. 2—6 
des ni. Buches. Sie ist nicht so geschlossen wie die oben vor- 
gefiihrte Reihe; Facundus hat immer wieder einzelne Zitate 
aus der Schrifb der Hofbheologen Justinians eingeschoben, die 
er bekampfb. Ich denke, daQ man folgende Exzerpte zusammen- 
stellen darf: aus Buch III, cap. 2 Nr. 62. 63. 66, aus verschie- 
denen Schriften Theodors, Nr. 57 aus dem Brief Kyrills an die 
Orientalen, der in der Uberliefenmg pro Theodoro^ zubenannt 
wird; aus cap. 3 Nr. 68 aus KyriUs Buch gegen Diodor und 
Theodor. Dieses Zitat wiederholt Facundus spater noch einmal 
als Nr. 167. Das Zitat ist bemerkenswert, weil Kyrill darin die 
Orthodoxie Theodors in der Auseinandersetzung mit Eunomius 
lobt. Es hat eine Parallele in den Akten des 5. Konzils^, wo 
durch eine winzige Anderung das Lob in Tadel verkehrt worden 
ist. Nach 9 Exzerpten, bei denen ich freilich nicht sicher bin, 
ob man einige von ihnen, die Athanasius und Chrysostomus 

1 CoU. Sich. Nr. 16, AGO I 6, 314f. 

* Mansi IX, 476. Das Zitat ist umfangreicher als das der Theodoret- 
Tradition. 
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gehoren, nicht auch unserer Gruppe zurechnen sollte, setzt 
sich die Reihe so fort: in c. 4 Nr. 68 und 70, in c. 5 und 6 
Nr. 72—74 aus verschiedenen Schriften Theodors. Nr. 75 in c. 6 
gehort wieder in Kyrills Schrift gegen Diodor und Theodor. 
Zu beachten ist, daB das Zitat Nr. 74 aus De allegoria et historia ... 
ad Cerdonem tedweise als Nr. 190 wiederholt wird. 

3. Die dritte Gruppe ist wieder sehr umfangreich. Es sind 
20 Zitate, diesmal nur aus Schriften des Bischofs von Mopsuestia, 
mehrere davon aus seinem verlorengegangenen Buch IleQl rijg 
ivav&Qomijaecjg. Die Reihe beginnt in Buch IX, c. 1 und erstreckt 
sich bis Buch X, c. 1, sie umfaBt die Nummem 169—190. Nur 
zwei Zitate, Nr. 173 und 188, sind auszunehmen, die Facundus 
eingeschoben hat. Wichtig fur uns sind im Augenblick die 
beiden letzten Zitate, Nr. 189 und 190. In Nr. 189 aus De 
Apolinario et eius haeresi beklagt sich Theodor iiber die Fal- 
schungen seiner Schriften durch die Apollinaristen. Nr. 190 
wiederholt nicht ganz vollstandig, wie schon gesagt, Nr. 74 
aus De allegoria et historia ad Cerdonem, In diesem Zitat ent- 
schuldigt sich Theodor ftir die jugendliche Unreife seines 
Psalmenkommentars. 

Beginnen wir den Beweis gleich bei dieser letzten Gruppe. 
Auch sie ist sehr sorgfaltig zusammengestellt, die beiden Zitate 
am SchluB verraten die apologetische Tendenz der Zusammen- 
stellung. Es verrat besondere Kunst und Kenntnis, daB die 
Momente, die bei der Lektiire der Schriften Theodors zu beriick- 
sichtigen sind, namlich die Jugend des Verfassers und die 
Falschungen durch seine Gegner, den Werken des Angeklagten 
selber entnommen sind. Die beiden apologetischen Zitate kennt 
auch der romische Diakon und spatere Papst Pelagius I. Er 
zitiert die Retractatio Theodors zum Psalmenkommentar im 
zweiten Buch seiner Schrift In defensione trium capitvlorum^^ 
die, kurz nach dem 5. Konzil geschrieben, etwas jiinger ist als 
das groBe Werk des Facimdus. Die Klage iiber die Falschungen 
erwahnt Pelagius nur ohne sie zu zitieren, setzt aber hinzu» 
das habe Theodor ad Cerdonem geschrieben 2 . Diese Angabe 

1 Devreesse (Studi e testi 67) p. 3, 27—4,8. 

* Ibidem p. 4,18ff. 
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gehort aber, wie wir wissen, zur Psalmenretractatio. Pelagius 
hat also die Zitate Nr. 189 und 190 des Facundus verwechselt, 
soweit es ihre Herkunft betrifft. Also hat er die Zitate ebenso 
benachbart gelesen wie Facundus. Er hat aber nicht aus dem 
X. Buch des Facundus abgeschrieben, sondem die griechischen 
Zitate gelesen. Denn er bringt Facundus Nr. 190 in der langeren 
Form von Nr. 74 und weicht in der Ubersetzung von Facundus 
ab. Er konnte also wde Facundus eine Sammlung griechischer 
Belegstellen zur Verteidigung Theodors benutzen, die von einem 
guten Kenner seiner Werke veranstaltet war. Femer hat M. 
Richard festgestellt^, daB die Zitate aus FIeqI rrjg ivav^Qomijaecog 
in dieser Gruppe der Facundus-Zitate nicht in die weitver- 
breitete Kyrill-Severus-Leontius-Tradition gehoren. Das ist ein 
weiterer Beweis fur die Selbstandigkeit des Sammlers. 

Die zweite Gruppe der Zitate im III. Buch des Facundus 
ist gekennzeichnet durch die beiden Exzerpte aus Kyrills drei- 
teiligem Buch gegen Diodor und Theodor. Es smd iibrigens die 
einzigen Zitate aus dem genannten Buch Kyrills bei Facundus, 
wenn man von der Wiederholung des einen absieht. Aus den 
Einleitungen, die Facundus zu den zwei bzw. drei Kyrill- 
Zitaten gibt, geht hervor, daB Facundus erstens das Buch nicht 
aus eigener Anschauung kennt, daB zweitens die Gegner der 
Drei Kapitel es benutzten, daB aber drittens Facundus seine 
zwei Zitate nicht von den Gegnem hat. Woher soli er sie aber 
sonst kennen? Man kaim kaum umhin, die Apologie Theodorets 
fiir die wahrscheinlichste Quelle zu halten. Das Zitat .Nr. 58, 
in dem Kyrill Theodor lobt und von dem die Parallele in den 
Konzilsakten so iiberraschend abweicht, hat eine weitere 
Parallele in genau dem gleichen Umfang imd vor allem mit dem- 
selben lobenden SchluB im 19. Kapitel der syrischen Kirchen- 
geschichte des Nestorianers BarhadbeSabba^. Zwar schreibt der 
Nestorianer erst am Ende des 6. Jahrhunderts, doch stammt 
sein Material aus dem 5. Jhdt.* und nicht aus dem Drei-Kapitel- 

1 Mus6on 1943, 67 £f. 

• PO IX, 6 p. 610, 6—8. 

• Fiir die Analyse der Kapitel 17—19. 20—30 der Kirchengeschichte 
muB ich auf meine Dissertation verweisen, die weiterfuhrt, was R. 
Abramowski in ZKG 47 (1928) 306 ff. und ZNW 30 (1931) 234ff. be- 
gonnen hat. 
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Streit. Gegen die Konzilsuberliefenmg ist die positive Form des 
Kyrill-Zitats fur die authentische zu halten, denn Theodoret 
hatte auf eine Aussage, die Theodor die Orthodoxie bestritt, 
bestimmt verzichtet. Eins der Zitate aus Theodorets Apologie, 
das in den Akten von 449 aufbewahrt ist^, laBt noch erkennen, 
daB Theodoret auch Satze Kyrills brachte, die Theodor lobten. 
Leider hat die spatere Tradition das von Theodoret eingeleitete 
Kyrill-Zitat weggelassen, so daB das Lemma einsam und ver- 
loren iibriggeblieben ist. AuBerdem enthalt das 19. Kapitel der 
nestorianischen Kirchengeschichte zwei Zitate aus Theodorets 
Apologie, die der S 3 rrer nicht gekennzeichnet hat*. 

SchlieBlich ist noch der Beweis fiir die erste Gruppe von 
Zitaten aus dem IV. Buch des Facundus zu ftihren, die in der 
Hauptsache Diodors Orthodoxie betrefiFen. Hier ist der einzige, 
aber entscheidende Zeuge das 17. Kapitel der Kirchengeschichte 
des BarhadbeSabba. Es bietet Parallelen zu den Zitaten Nr. 79, 
83, 84—86, 89 und 96. Die Parallele zu Nr. 79, dem Brief des 
Athanasius, weist bezeichnenderweise dieselbe Verwechslimg 
der Bischofe Diodor von Tarsus und Tyrus auf. Der Zusammen- 
hang, in dem die Zitate in der Kirchengeschichte stehen, ist so 
eindeutig ein apologetischer, daB nur ein Verteidiger Diodors 
als Lieferant in Frage kommt. Ein Verteidiger der Drei Kapitel 
kann das nicht sein, denn Theodoret, der auch zitiert wird, 
wird nicht im geringsten verteidigt. Damit ist man aber in die 
Situation von 438 gefiihrt und muB Theodorets Apologie als 
Quelle betrachten. Das genannte Theodoret-Zitat* stammt nach 
der Mitteilung des Historikers aus einer ,,Apologie“, welche 
keine andere als die fiir Diodor und Theodor sein kann. Der 
Syrer hat aus der viel groBeren Sammlung von Zitaten zugunsten 
Diodors nur die wichtigsten herausgegriffen und die Reihen- 
folge der imposanten Rahmenzitate umgekehrt: die Sakra 


^ Flemming, Akten p. 106, 26. 

• PO IX, 6 p. 611, 10—612, 1. 612, 9—616, 4. Das erste dieser beiden 
Stiicke setzt einen Auszug aus Kyrills Brief an Proklus (ep. 72) fort 
imd verrat so, daB die Zitate des Kapitels nicht den Originalen, sondem 
einem mit Exzerpten versehenen Text entnommen sind. 

» PO xxm, 2 p. 318, 14—319,2. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Theodorets Apologie fur Diodor und Theodor 69 

des Theodosius macht den Beginn, der Brief des Athanasius 
den SchluQ. 

Wenn man so auch die Diodor-Gruppe aus dem IV. Buch des 
Facundus auf Theodorets Apologie zuruckfiihrt, erklart sich 
auch, warum die alexandrinischen Patriarchen mit ihrem Zeug- 
nis fiir Diodor so wichtig sind: Theodoret will Kyrill von 
Alexandrien beweisen, daB er nicht an der Orthodoxie eines 
Mannes zweifeln konne, den drei seiner Vorganger anerkannt 
hatten. 

Die hier in aller Kiirze behandelten 52 Zitate, die immerhin 
ein knappes Fiinftel aller Exzerpte bei Facundus darstellen, 
geben einen BegriflF von der Dokumentation, mit der Theodoret 
seine Verteidigungsschrifb ausgestattet hat. Nimmt man noch 
die HandvoU Exzerpte hinzu, die der Nestorianer Barhad- 
beSabba dariiber hinaus beisteuert, so hat man die Triimmer 
eines Werkes vor Augen, das an die Bedeutung des Contra 
Grammaticum des Severus von Antiochien durchaus heranreicht. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Alcuin, Floras et TApocryphe hieronymien 
«Cogitis me» sur I’Assomption 

C. Chaklier O. S. B., Maredsoua 

Je voudrais apporter ici quelques precisions et corrections & 
une communication que j’ai faite en decembre 1951 d. la Faculty 
de Theologie de Lyon. Elle a trait k rorigine de I’apocryphe 
hieronymien sur TAssomption connu sous le nom de Cogitis me. 

Je rappellerai tout d’abord brifevement Tetat de la question. 
Tout le monde sait que Tattribution de cet apocryphe k Ambroise 
Autpert, proposde par Dom Germain Morin^, a dte contestee k 
plusieurs reprises, notamment, au nom de la critique interne, 
par Dom Agius® et au nom de la critique exteme, par Dom 
Lambot®. Au lieu d’Autpert ces critiques ont avanc^ le nom de 
Paschase Radbert. La demonstration de Dom Lambot a fait 
valoir des arguments si impressionnants qu’ils ont dte consider^ 
comme d^cisifs par Tensemble des critiques et Dom Morin 
lui-meme s’est rallie k la thfese de son brillant disciple. Je 
n’aurai pas ici la pretention de contester la force de ces argu¬ 
ments, qui reste entifere. Mais je desire seulement jeter dans le 
debat un element nouveau qui pose un choix difficile. 

Cet element nouveau consiste essentiellement dans une 
aUusion evidente au Cogiiia me, que Ton rencontre dans la plus 
ancienne homeiie connue sur TAssomption. Voici le texte de 
cette allusion d’aprfes Lyon 628, fol. 131 v, 8—132, 28 (cf. 
Paris, B. N. lat. 14.302, fol. 34 a, 22—34 v, b, 18): 


1 G. Morin, Notes liturgiques sur TAssomption. II. Du Sermon pour 
TAssomption attribu6 k Saint J4r6me, Revue B6n<kiictine 6 (1888) 
p. 347—361; et G. Morin, Les lemons apocryphes du Br^viaire Romain, 
Revue Benedictine 8 (1891) p. 270—280 (275—276). 

* T. A. Agius, On Pseudo-Jerome, Epistle IX, Journal of Theo¬ 
logical Studies 24 (1923) p. 176—183. 

* C. Lambot, L’Homeiie du pseudo-Jerome sur TAssomption, Revue 
Benedictine 46 (1934) p. 265—282. 
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Ferunt enim quidam codices quod odierna die a filio suo domino 
ihesu Christo in caelestibus fuerit prouecta palatiis; quod quia a beato 
hieronimo in epistola quam ad paulam scripsit apocriphum cusseueratur, 
minus fidenter a catholico sensu recipitur. Sit ergo illud nec ne? Nos 
tamen debemus credere ectm filio suo in caelestibus conregnare. 

Quoiqu’en majeure partie encore inddite, cette hom^lie, et parti- 
culiferement le passage qui nous intdresse, ont signal4s dfes 1891 
par Dom Germain Morin^ d’aprfes unhomdliaire de Paris (Paris, 
B. N. lat. 14.302), dcrit anXII® sifecle, mais qu’une note du XV® 
si^cle pr6sente comme Toeuvre d’Alcuin. Dom Morin crut d’abord 
4 r authenticity alcuinienne de cet homyiiaire, 4 cause de son 
ordonnance liturgique qui place notamment la fete de T Assomp- 
tion le 18 janvier. Mais cet argument n’a pas paru suffisant pour 
faire admettre T attribution alcuinienne de cet homyiiaire^. 

Or il se fait que Thomyiie sur T Assumption se retrouve 
absolument identique dans un autre homdliaire dont je crois 
possible de dyterminer Torigine et la date avec prycision. Cet 
homyUaire nous est conservy dans le ms. 628 de Lyon que j’ai 
dycouvert et signaiy dfes 1946 dans mon ytude des Melanges 
Podechard^ comme ytant la collection attribuye par Mabillon 
au diacre Florus de Lyon^. 

Pour dater et situer gyographiquement cet homyiiaire nous 
disposons de divers indices, tant de critique exteme que de 
critique interne. 

Sur le plan de la critique exteme, Torigine et la date du ms. 
628 sont faciles 4 dyterminer. Le ms. porte tous les indices que 

^ G. Morin, art. cit. Les le 9 ons apocryphes. . ., p. 276—276 et 
L’Homyiiaire d’Alcuin retrouvy, Revue B6n6dictine 9 (1802) p. 491—497, 
texte p. 496. 

• Cf. B. Capelle,. La fete de 1*Assumption dans Thistoire liturgique, 
Ephemerides theologicae Lovanienses 3 (1926) p. 37, note 31; et Le 
t^moignage de la liturgie, dans: Assumption de Marie I, Bulletin de la 
Society fran^aise d’Etudes nmriales 7 (1949) p. 61 et note 84. Cf. aussi 
M. Jugie, La mort et TAssumption de la Sainte Vierge (Studi e Testi 
114), p. 282, note 2. 

• C. Chwlier, Les manuscrits personnels de Florus de Lyon et son 
activity littyraire (Myianges Podechard), Lyon 1946, p. 71—84, 2 pi., 

p. 81. 

• J. Mabillon, Praefationes in Acta Sanctorum OSB in saec. IV, 
§ V, Vn (ed. Venise 1724, p. 311). 
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j’ai signal^s dans mon 6tude but le commentaire augustinien de 
Floras^ comme caract^ristiques du plus ancien fonds de la 
biblioth&que du chapitre de Lyon. L’Venture est typique du 
style lyonnais de la premiere moiti^ du IX® si&cle et la ponctu- 
ation est celle que le grand pal^ographe Lowe a attribute k 
Florus de Lyon*. De nombreuses notes marginales, de la premiere 
moiti4 du IX® sifecle 4galement, sont d’un type ^troitement 
apparent^ k celui du diacre lyonnais. 

D’autre part, le ms. Lyon 628 n’est certainement pas le ma- 
nuscrit original de Fhom^liaire. Nous avons conserve en effet, 
k la Biblioth^que Nationale de Paris*, la description sommaire 
due au Pfere Lebrun, oratorien du XVII® sifecle, d’lm autre manu- 
scrit qui se trouvait ^galement k la Primatiale de Lyon. Ce manu- 
scrit ne comportait pas encore les additions sur la fete de la 
Toussaint qui ont faites presque aussitot dans le ms. 628. 
11 avait seulement, de seconde main ^galement, les oraisons et la 
preface de la messe. Ce manuscrit refl4tait done un 4tat plus 
ancien du texte que Lyon 628. Ces indices de critique exteme 
nous orientent d6}k vers la premifere moiti6 du IX® sifecle au 
plus tard et nous conduisent k Lyon. Mais la critique interne 
nous permet de pr^ciser davantage. 

Tout d’abord, le terminus post quern semble indiqu4 par 
cette omission primitive de toute mention de la Toussaint. Or, 
cette fete, n6e au VIII® siecle, semble ne s’etre d4finitivement 
g4n4ralis6e en Gaule qu’aprfes la reconciliation des fils de Louis 
le Pieux et la rencontre avec Gregoire IV, le 1®' novembre 835. 
Elle est absente de la forme la plus ancienne du martyrologe de 
Florus et n’a introduite par celui-ci que dans sa seconde 
recension qui date des environs de 840^. 

^ C. Charlier, La compilation augustinienne de Florus sur TApdtre, 
Revue Benedictine 57 (1947) p. 132—186, surtout p. 166—166. 

* E. A. Lowe, Codices Lugdunenses antiquissimi. Extraits des docu¬ 
ments . . . de la Bibliotheque de Lyon, Lyon 1924, p. lOet 16. Voyez aussi, 
du meme. The Codex Bezcie and Lyons, Journal of Theological Studies 26 
(1924) p. 270—274. 

• Paris, B. N. lat. 16.802 (fonds de S. Magloire) (XVIII® s.), fol. 
20—24 V. 

® Cf. H. Quentin, Les martyrologes historiques du Moyen Age, Paris 
1908, p. 395; cf. aussi p. 384. 
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Le terminus a quo est foumi tout d’ abord par T usage abondant 
que r auteur fait des oeuvres de Bfede, lequel est d4nomm4 
„Beatus Beda“. Le comes Kturgique, d’autre part, qui est 
apparent4 k celui de Murbach et n’a pas encore la fete de la 
Nativity de la Vierge, indique la fin du VIII® s. 

Enfin et surtout, des indications extrfemement precises nous 
sont foumies par Thom^lie du 3® dimanche de T Avent^. Parlant 
des signes dans le soleil et la lime annonc4s par le Seigneur, 
r auteur, qui suit ici s. Gr^goire, rapporte divers ph4nom&nes 
astronomiques dont il a t^moin pour une part, ou qu’il 
tient, pour une autre part, de t^moins oculaires. Ces ph4nomdnes, 
qui sont minutieusement d4crits, non seulement dans le corps de 
Thom^lie, mais encore dans une note en appendice, se sont 
produits respectivement, le jeudi 4 juin 806 k la prime aurore, 
le dimanche 30 aout 806, k 10 heures du matin, et le limdi 16 
juillet 809, au d^but de la 6® heure, g. kd. k 11 heures pr^cises.^ 
Void le texte, d’aprfes Lyon 628, fol. 181,30 sq. et fol. 182, v, 
12 sq. 

... quibus quaedam iam impleta cemimus, quaedam e uestigio im- 
plenda formidamus. Surgere enim gentem contra gentem adeo in nostris 
tribulationibus discimus ut non sit hoc opus legere in codicibus. In 
quibusdam mundi partibus terraemotus etiam magnos audiuimus factos. 
Pestilentias et fames sine interpolatione patimur; nostris siquidem tem- 
poribus talis fames extitit qualis 

(fol. 181, v) 

nisa numquam fuit ut matres corpora filiorum consumarent. Terroresque 
de caelo et uidisse audiuimus et uidere potuimus. Kefert beatus gre- 
gorius suo tempore igneas acies in caelo apparuisse humanum prae- 
figurantes sanguinem fimdendum, quod postea a longobardis impletiun 
est in italia; quae etiam nostro tempore uiscie dicuntur fuisse, sed cul 
quern finem tendant et quid futuri protendunt nescimus. Necdum dicit 
beatus gregorius signa in sole et lima suis diebus certa fuisse, sed nos 
longe inferius nati, solem bis uidimus obscuratum lunam in sanguinem 
uersam. Asserunt etiam nonnulli signum sanctae crucis in lima apparuisse, 
anno ab incamatione domini DCCCVI, cuius superius emiciclum in 
modum sanguinis rubebat, inferius instar picis obscurum et tenebrosum 
erat; quae duo emicicla crux interposita distinguebat, quod enim de his 
signis dicat alius euangelista apertius demonstrat dum dicit: «Et erit 
in diebus illis sol obscurabitur et luna non dabit lumen 
suum, et stellae cadent de caelo*; et propheta: «Sol conuer- 

' Lyon 628, fol. 181, 30 et sq.; fol. 182 v, 12 sq. 
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tetur in tenebras et luna in sanguinem antequam ueniat 
dies domini magnus et horribilist. Et quia iam maxima praedic- 
tonim impleta est, restat ut ea quae futura sint impleantur. 

(fol. 182, V, 12 sq.) 

Anno inccumationis dominicae DCCCVT, Primo die et nonas iunii, ul 
Xim signum crucis mirabili modo in luna appcuruit Feria V Prima 
aurora incipiente quasi hoc modo d) Eodem anno III K1 septimbris 
ul XII die dominici hora IIII corona mirabilis in solis circuitu appaniit; 
Anno incimiationis dominicae DCCCVnil, indictione 11 XVTI K1 
augustis fr II, incipiente hora diei V eclipsim sohs appcuruit, ul XXVIIII. 

De ces divers ph^nomfenes, il n’est pas dit nettement quels sent 
ceux dont T auteur a 6t6 lui-meme tdmoin et ceux qu’il connait 
par oui-dire. H semble toutefois Evident qu’ils ne peuvent pas 
etre de beaucoup ant^rieurs k la composition de cette hom41ie. 
On n’imagine pas que I’^crivain les ait remarqu^s et les ait 
jug6s int^ressants pour ses auditeurs ou ses lecteurs, s’ils se 
sont produits k une ^poque dont ils n’en ont plus de souvenir 
precis. H semble par consequent impossible de dater cette homeiie 
plus bas que les annees 816/820. 

Comme indices confirmatifs, on pent signaler enfin une s^rie 
d’allusions aux invasions normandes et k la situation politique 
ou economique de la Gaule qui s’accordent parfaitement avec 
ce que nous rapportent les chroniques sur les premieres ann^es du 
regne de Louis le Pieux. 

Pour donner k ces indices leur pleine valeur, il importe de 
souligner Thomogeneite litt^raire de Thomeiiaire de Lyon par 
rapport au Pseudo-Alcuin de Paris. 

Les relations entre les deux hom^liaires ne sont verbales que 
pour rhom^lie sur TAssumption et pour trois autres homilies, 
mais elles demeurent certaines pour les autres pieces. L’un et 
r autre 6crit concordent d’ordinaire tr^ 6troitement et souvent 
verbalement, mais leurs relations mutuelles sont assez d41icates k 
^tablir. Elles ne pourraient etre tout-A-fait ^claircies que par une 
demonstration qui d^passerait les limites de cet expose. Je peux 
toutefois signaler dejA deux faits qui postulent en favour de 
I’anteriorite et de Toriginalite de rhomeiiaire lyonnais: 

1° Celui-ci est le seul A comporter des commentaires sur les 
Epitres. Les commentaires sont evidement de la mSme veine et 
du meme style que les homeiies. 
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2® L’hom41iaire lyonnais fourmille de renseignements curieux 
sur les origines chr^tiennes, rapporte des faits historiques precis, 
fait des citations d’^crivains rares. Plusieurs de ces notations ont 
iin lien 4troit et explicits avec la region lyonnaise. Or, dans 
rhom61iaire parisien ces notations, surtout celles qui ont un 
caractfere local, sont on ^limin^s purement et simplement, ou 
transform^es en affirmations d’ordre g4n4ral. C’est ainsi que 
dans rhom41ie, cit4e plus haut, du 3® dimanche de TAvent, 
hom^lie qui, par ailleurs, suit pas k pas le texte lyonnais, la 
description minutieuse des ph^nomfenes astronomiques precis se 
voit mu4e en une mention trfes vague d’Eclipses solaire et lunaire. 
Au reste, le lecteiu* pourra s’en rendre compte lui-meme en com- 
parant le texte de Lyon 628 cit6 plus haut avec 1’extrait suivant 
de rhom^lie parisienne. J’ai soulign^ les mots communs aux 
deux textes pour faire sauter aux yeux le sens de la d^pendance. 

. . . dies domini magnus et manifestus. Quae omnia licet beatus 
gregorius dicat suo tempore necdum fuisse completa, nos tamen et ex 
p€uie maxima tarn cemimus eidimpleta et plenius in die iudicii cre- 
dimiis Sidimplenda. Oentem enim super gentem insurgere quod supra 
dominus predixit ipsa nostra tribvlatio nos euidentissime docet. Terras- 
motus et in aliis mundi partihus contigisse audiuimus et nos etiam per- 
pessi Bumus; Solem quoque ohscurcUum iam uidimu8\ Lunam quoque 
crebro defectum pati perspeximus quam etiam in sanguinem aliquando 
covkuersam uidimus, Stellas quoque de celo cecidisse cognouimus. Quia 
ergo omnia quae dominus praedixit signa iam ewiuenisse cognoscimus 
terminum mimdi in proximo esse dubitare non debemus. In die quoque 
iudicii . . . (Paris, B. N. lat. 14.302, foL 3, a, 17—fol. 6 v, b, 21. L’extrait 
est au fol. 3, b, 1. 16—31.) 

Dans ces conditions, il me parait legitime de tirer les con¬ 
clusions suivantes: 

1® L’hom41iaire du ms. Lyon 628 est Toeuvre d’un ^crivain 
lyonnais et date du premier quart du IX® siecle. 

2® Get hom41iaire pr^sente d’^troites affinit4s avec les autres 
4crits de r^crivain lyonnais Florus de Lyon: k quelques details 
prfes c’est le meme comes liturgique que celui d4crit par le pofeme 
que cet ^crivain a composd comme Preface k un recueil de ce 
genre C’est aussi sa maniere k la fois prolixe et precise, son 

^ Cf. epigramma libri omeliarum totius anni ex diuersorum patrum 
tractatibus ordinati, Monumenta Germaniae Historica, Poetae latini aeui 
Cwolini, t. II, pp. 630—636. 
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gout du detail, son tour d’esprit positif et critique vraiment 
^tonnant pour T^poque, ses tendances doctrinales^. 

3° L’hom^liaire de Paris attribu4 k Alcuin semble nettement 
d^pendre de Thom^liaire lyonnais et ne pent done 6tre I’ceuvre 
d’ Alcuin. 

4'' La mention du Cogitis me dans Thom^liaire lyonnais pose 
k nouveau le probl6me de son attribution k Paschase Radbert^. 
Si Ton repousse la date de Thom^liaire le plus bas possible, 
soit vers 825, cette attribution demeure peut-etre th^oriquement 
possible. H faut cependant tenir compte de certaines conditions 
psychologiques. S’il est Toeuvre de Florus, Thom^liaire ne pent 
avoir compost par lui que dans sa prime jeunesse, car son 
remarquable flair critique ne s’est laiss^ surprendre que dans ses 
tout premiers ouvrages*. dans I’hom^lie qui nous occupe, 

il ne fait appel au Pseudo-J6r6me que pour d4noncer les fables 
des apocryphes sur I’Assomption, fables dont il poss4dait le 
plus ancien t^moin latin qui nous soit parvenu, comme j’ai 
pu r^tablir en retrouvant k Lyon, dat4 de 779, les premiers 
folios du manuscrit de Baluze public par Wilmart^. 


^ Ces notices sont du meme type que celles dont Florus a encombr^ 
les marges de ses manuscrits. Voyez par exemple les Annales Lugdunen- 
ses publi6es par Mabillon et reproduites par Pertz, dans les Monument-a 
dermaniae Historica, t. I, p. 110. Ces notes sont certcunement 
de la main de Florus part les premieres, dues k Agobard) comme 
on peut le verifier aujourd’hui encore sur le manuscrit original, conserve 
k Rome k la Vallicellane (E 26). 

* J. R. Geiselmann, Die betende Kirche und das Dogma von der leib- 
lichen Aufnahme Mariens, deist und Leben 24 (1951) p. 366—367, 
revient k Autpert au nom de la critique interne. 

• Ainsi, la compilation augustinienne, ceuvre de matiurit^, ne cite 
aucun apocryphe augustinien; ils circulaient pourtant en grand nombre 
au temps de Florus et ce dernier les connaissait d'ailleurs. La collection 
De Fide, oeuvre de jeimesse, contient quelques apocryphes. Cf. C. Char- 
lier, Un oeuvre incormue de Florus de Lyon, Traditio 8 (1952) pp. 81—110. 

^ A. Wilmart, L’ancien r6cit latin de I’Assomption, dans: Analecta 
Reginensia (Studi e Testi 59), pp. 323—362; texte: pp. 325—362. Je 
donne en Appendice ce d^but in6dit. Quoique presqu* effae^, il est 
parfaitement lisible. Outre le fragment lyonnais, conserve sous le n° 788 
(fol. 27—34) qui constitue le premier cahier, et le fragment parisien du 
Fonds Baluze 270 (fol. 165—174) qui lui fait suite, un autre fragment 
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En tout cas, en parlant du Cogitis me comme d’un 4crit 
hi^ronymien connu de tous et dont T authenticity n’est contestye 
par personne, T auteur de Thomyiie laisse supposer que Tapo- 
cryphe hiyronymien a eu le temps de se rypandre largement au 
moment oh il ycrit, ce qui semble reporter sa diffusion k une 
vingtaine d’annyes plus t6t. 

5° En terminant, je voudrais signaler F importance de la 
position doctrinale, k la fois T6aerv6e et traditionnelle, observye 
par Fycole de Florus de Lyon siu* ce point dogmatique de 
FAssomption. Ainsi qu’en plusieurs autres points controversys au 
IX® sifecle, tels FEucharistie et la grace, cette position a certaine- 
ment contribuy, Fhomyiiaire pseudo-alcuinien en fait foi, k 
orienter F attitude dogmatique de FEglise depuis le IX® sidcle. 


Appendices 

I. L’homyiie de Florus sur FAssomption 

XVIin Kalendis Septembribus Assumptio Sanctae Mariae. 
Sequentia sancti Euangelii secundum Lucam. In illo tempore: 
^ntrauit Ihesus in quoddam castellum^^. 

Textus illius lectionis heret superioribus uerbis sancti euangelii, 
5 ubi dominus pharisaica questione pulsatus, parabolam hominis 
in latrones incidentis, et samaritani misericordiam ei impendentis 
explicauit. Moxque ad interrogationem conuersus, percontatus 
est eum quis illi uideretiu* proximus fuisse ei qui incidit in latro¬ 
nes; quo respondente: <(Qui fecit misericordiam in illume, sub- 
10 iunxit: «Vade et tu fac similiters. Ac deinde recedens inde, 
nnirauit in quoddam castellum et mulier quaedam Martha nomine 
excepit ilium in domum 8uam», lure enim post impensum ser- 

Variantes de Paris, B.N.lat. 14.302, fol. 34, a, 22—34 v, b, 18 

8 caatellum + et reliqua 4 illius] istius / uerbis om. 7 mox¬ 
que] mox / interrogationem] interrogatorem suum / percontatus est] 
percontatur 9 in ilium] in illo 11 et mulier — 12 suam om. 


du memo manuscrit lyonnais est encore conserv6 k Paris, B. N. 6288, 
fol. 1—12. II s’agit d’un recueil liturgique qui d6bute sur une table 
pascale dont la premiere ann6e est 779. L* Venture, une pr6-caroline 
m61ang^ de wisigothique lyonnaise, ne permet pas une date plus r^cente. 
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monem humanitatis, penienitiir ad effectum ipsius humanitatis, 
ut quod illic sermonibus istic panderetur rebus. Hae duae 
namque mulieres quae ut sexu, ita genere sorores erant, typum 
duarum uitarum in se tenent: scilicet practichae id est actiuae, 
5 teoriche hoc est contemplatiuae. Martha enim quae sedula erga 
frequens ministerium erat, actiuae uitae formam tenet. Maria 
autem secus pedes domini sedens, ab occupatione ministerii 
libera, diuinis uerbis intenta erat, speculatiuam exprimit uitam. 
Dicendum ergo singulatim, quae proprietas sit utriusque uitae. 
10 Actiuae proprium est pietatis et misericordiae operibus insistere, 
id est esurientem pascere, nudum uestimento tegere, languidum 
uisitare, infirmum consolare, in carcere positum liberare, et 
uariis infirmitatibus laborantes, quo ualet solamine recreare. 
Speculatiuae uero uitae est: dilectione dei et proximi sinceriter 
15 inherere, a terrenis officiis se ahenum facere, et contemplatione 
dei insistere. Quae utrasque uitas beatus Paulus in se confor- 
mabat djcens de actiua: «Quis infirmatur et ego non infirmor? 
Quis scandalizatur et ego non uror?» Loquens de speculatiua, 
dicebat: <(Nostra conuersatio incaelisest.j>Utramque simul in se 
20 ostendebat, cum dicebat de speculatiua: «Siue mente excedimus 
deo»; de actiua: «Siue sobrii sumus uobis». etiam sedens 

secus pedes domini ». Intuendum quod Maria secus pedes domini 
sedere dicitur, Martha autem ministeriis interesse perhibetur. 
Sedere enim propriae, otiosorum est; et quodammodo tunc 
25 anima sedet, cum exterioribus officiis otiosa, diuinis sermonibus 
pascitur. Martha autem saiagebat circa frequens ministeriumt^. 
Hie lucidius proprietates actiuae uitae figuratur; cui quisque 
inseruit, necesse est bonis operibus inseruiat, nec otio torpeat, 
sed miserorum recreationi insistat. n^Quae steiit et ait: Domine, 
30 non est tibi cura^p, et reliqua. Vox ista, querulorum est. Simt 

4 practice scilicet 5 et theoric€W / hoc est] id est 7 autem -f que 
8 diuinis erat uerbis intenta 9 singillatim / sit proprietas 10 ac¬ 
tiuae 4- uitae 11 tegere] operire 12 consolari 14 dilectioni 
16 et contemplatione dei] diuinis mysteriis 16 paulus -f apostolus 
confirmabat 18 speculatiua + uita 20 speculatiua -|- uita- 

22 domini + et cetera 24 enim om. / otiosorum] occiosorum 
25 occiosa 26 circa frequens ministerium] et cetera 29 recreationi- 
bus 80 et reliqua] et cetera 
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enim quilibet qui actiuae uitae inseniientes, dum iiident alios 
speculatiuae desideranter intendere, quodammodo conquenintur 
domino et dicimt: «Domine, non est tibi curae.» Sed dominns ita 
responsum suiim temperauit, ut nec Mariam ad actiua cogeret 
5 opera, nec Martha partem nituperaret, dicens: ^Martha, Martha, 
aollicita es et turbaria erga plurimat^. Repetitio sermonis, incul- 
catio est cognitionis; quos enim proprio nomine apellamus, 
scire nos demonstramus. Unde et Moysi dicitur: «Noui te ex 
nomine». n Porto unum est necessariumf^, Et quod est illud? 
10 « Maria optimam partem elegit Dicendo hoc, ostendit etiam 
Martham bonam partem elegisse. Sed bonis obtima preponderant. 
Quod autem dicit: nQuae non auferetur ab ea^, demonstrat 
Marthae, partem ab ea auferendam; actiua enim in present! 
tantum geritur uita, speculatiua uero hie incoatur, et illic perfici- 
15 tur. Reuera enim quis illuc esurientem reficiet, ubi nullus esuriet? 
Quis nudum operiet, ubi omnes beata immortalitas exomabit? 
Contemplatiua ergo uita ut diximus hie incipitur et illic finitur; 
quia quod tenemus in spe, illic percipiemus in re; quod hie 
cemimus fide, illic contemplabimur specie. Immo succincte 
20 euangehca lectione tractata, dicendum breuiter quid hatec 
eadem lectio ad beatam Dei genitricem conueniat. Cum enim 
tota ex duabus sororibus Deo deuotissimis constet, tamen in 
fine sui non incelebrem immo precipuam, de beata Dei geni- 
trice sententiam continent, ubi dicitur: «Mariaoptimampartem 
2 s elegit.f Cum enim sanctaecclesia tribus fidelium gradibus constet, 
coniugatorum scilicet, continentum et uirginum, beata profecto 
Dei genitrix ciuus odie sollemnia celebramus, optimam partem 
elegit; cui datum est et de intemerata uirginitate et de prolis 
gaudere fecunditate, quae simul et uirgo materque esse prome- 
30 ruit. Dicamus ergo, immo incunctanter dicamus, quia Maria 
optimam partem elegit. Ferunt enim quidam codices quod 

8 curae + et reliqua 6 sollicita — plurima] et cetera / sermonis] 
nominis 10 elegit -f et reliqua / hoc] maria optimam peutem elegit 
11 optima 12 quae om, 18 partem -f bonam 14 incoatur / illic] illuc 
15 illuc] illic 16 operiet] uestiet 17 ut diximus om. / finitur] perficitur 
IS quod -{- fiic / quod] et quod 19 immo om. 28 incelebrem] inlecebrem 
26 continentium 27 hodie soUempnia / celebramus] colimus 29 uirgo 
materque] et mater et uirgo 81 enim] autem 


Digitized by 


Google 



80 


C. Charlieb 


odiema die a filio suo domino ihesu christo, in caelestibus fuerit 
prouecta palatiis; quod quia a beato hieronimo in epistola 
quam ad Paulam scripsit apocriphum asseueratur, minus f identer 
a catholico sensu recipitur. Sit ergo illud nec ne? Nos tamen 
6 debemus credere, earn filio suo in caelestibus conregnare. lam 
ergo ad earn uota nostra precesque conuertamur; rogemus earn 
ut pro nobis apud pietatem filii sui interuenire dignetur. Sit 
protectrix in aduersis, prouectrix in prosperis, et ope suae inter- 
cessionis, faciat nos esse consortes suae beatitudinis. 

1 caelestibus] cell 8 apocriphum] apochriphum fideliter 5 earn om. 
6 conuertamur] conuertamus rogamusque / earn om. 9 consortes esse 


II. Le d4but inedit du Transitus 
Lyon 788, fol. 34 v. 

l.Incipit translaiio sacratissimi uirgines jsanctae maride matris 
domini ihesu christi / Tempore illo cum post ascensionem do- 
mini nostri / ihesu christi sacratissima maria uirgo mater eius / 
diebus hac noctibus esset uigilans et orans uenit / ad earn angelus 
6 domini dicens. Maria surge accipe / palmam quam tibi trans- 
mittit dominus. post triduum enim erit adsumpcio tua et ecce 
ego homnes / apostolos mittam ad te et uideant gloriam quam / 
accipies; et dixit maria ad eum peto domine ut di/cas mihi 
quod est nomen tuum. Ad quam angelus / dixit; ut quid inter- 
10 rogas nomen meum magnum / est enim. Et cum audisset hoc 
maria ascendit in / montem oliuite et tenens palmam quam 
hacci/perat de manu angeli exultauit cum gaudium / magnum 
Lemons de R (S) 

1—2 De assumptione beate mariae R in assuinptione sanetao mariae S 
2 tempore illo om. RS / cum om. R 8 maria om. R / mater eius uirgo R 
4 essot om. R 5 surge maria R / transmisit R 8 dominus -f- de 
caelo R / adsumpcio] ascensio R 7 et -+■ ipsi R / uideant -f ingen- 
tem R 8 ad eum beata maria RS 9 ad — dixit] ait angelus R / 
quid -f inquiet R / interrogas] quaorisi? cum cet. 10 mourn + dominai?/ 
enim -f et mirabilia R cum cet. / et om. R cum cet. praeter T / haec 
audisseti?cwm pZer. hoc audisset STV 11 maria] beata maria R cum cet. 
praeter TV / oliueti -f simul cum ipso angelo R j et om. R cum rel. 
12 de manu angeli] in manu ab ipso R sequens stylo proprio; cet. praeter S 
(qui hie cum nostro concordat solus) et T (qui tamen add, in manu post 
palmam) / exultauit] et exultauit RM / in gaudio magno R 
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una cum omnibus qui cum ea erant. Angelus / autem domini 
ascendit in celis cum lumine magno / Maria autem regressa est 
15 in domo sua et lauit / corpus suum et induit se uestimenta 
optima / [Paris, B. N. Fonds Baluze 270 (fol. 167, 1.1) — gau- 
dens et exultans.. .cf. A. Wilmart (Studi e Testi 69), p. 327, 
§ 4. 3.] 

18 erant] fiierant R / domini -f- in ipsa hora J? 14 in oelum RM / autem] 
uero R cum cet. prcteter M 15 domum suam R cum cet. / se om. RM 

Principales divergences de la famille FGMPTUS d'aveo BR 
2—4 In illo tempore cum esset beata maria diebus ac noctibus uigilans 
et orans post ascensionem domini 6—6 palmam quam nunc tibi 

detuliquoniam post tres dies adsumenda es 7 ad te + sepeliendam pier, j 
gloriam tuam quam acceptura es 9 interrogas] quaeris 10 magnum 
est enim] quod est magnum et mirabile 11 oliueti + praefiilgente 
uero ei lumine angeli / palmam -h dlam in manu sua 18 cum 

ea] ibidem / domini -f qui uenerat ad earn 14 — 15 reuersa in domo 
sua -f et repoBuit palmam illam quam cu^ceperat de manu angeli cum 
Omni diligentia et deposuit uestimenta sua quae induta erat 
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The Regula Magistri and some of its Problems 

P. B. Corbett, Aberdeen University 

Let me begin by stating briefly that most debated of all the 
problems connected with the Regnla Magistri, namely that of 
the text known as MB. For this is the symbol generally used 
to describe all those portions, whether continuous or frag¬ 
mentary, which are common both to the RM (Regula Magistri) 
and to the RB (Regula S. Benedict!). 

Now this text MB is found in a manuscript written in Southern 
Italy at the end of the 6th century (ms. Paris, lat. 12205) and 
forms part of a monastic rule which, because of its great length, 
can only have been copied in a locality where it was actually 
practised. This monastic rule is attributed in its manuscript to 
Sancti PcUres, in particular the Egj^tian Fathers Macarius, 
Serapio, Paphnutius and “the other” Macarius. But this same 
text MB occurs also in another manuscript, written in England 
this one round about the year 700 (ms. Hatton 48 of the Bodleian) 
and here it forms part of another monastic rule, this time attri¬ 
buted to S. Benedict. 

The problem is not made any easier by the fact that another 
South Italian manuscript (ms. Paris, lat. 12634) also contains pas¬ 
sages from MB among a number of excerpts from the works of 
Basil, Jerome, Augustine andCassian, none of which, except in the 
case of Augustine, are attributed to their authors. On the other 
hand, there are numerous mss. on the Continent containing MB 
in the so-called Rule of S. Benedict. The problem is made still 
more acute by the fact that, at the very time oiu* South Italian 
mss. were being copied, at the end of the 6th century, perhaps at 
Vivarium itself, as has been suggested. Pope Gregory the Great 
in Rome was sending Augustine and his feUow-missionaries to 
England with, it does seem most probable, an officiaUy approved 
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edition of the Rule of S. Benedict, whatever that was. Such an 
official edition would be revered and reproduced most faithfully, 
with but a minimum of alteration as need arose, by the monks 
of Augustine and their successive generations of disciples in 
England. May we not then regard Hatton 48 as a most reliable 
witness of that text of Benedict’s Rule which was despatched to 
England by Gregory the Great? 

Now, if Benedict wrote the text MB which we find in Hatton 
48, how could this same MB be attributed, even Jumoris cauaa^ 
by monks of Southern Italy, to a group of Oriental Fathers at 
the very moment when Benedict’s Rule was held in the highest 
esteem at Rome? To put it the other way round, if the Oriental 
Fathers or an admirer of them like Cassiodorus, for instance, 
wrote MB, how could this same MB be attributed to Benedict 
as part of his by now officially approved Rule? The supposition 
which obtrudes itself upon our notice, to be eventually proved 
or disproved by research, is that MB was composed neither by 
Benedict nor by Macarius and Company nor again by anyone 
so near in time and place to the dilemma as Cassiodorus. Per> 
haps MB then is source material taken from some older legis¬ 
lation. We know at least, from its inclusion with extracts from 
Basil, Jerome, Augustine and Cassian in ms. 12634, that it is 
held in the highest esteem. Thus its authority would be wide¬ 
spread, so that we are not bound to limit its possible origin to 
Italy though it is foimd in Italian mss. 

When we come to examine MB within the framework of 
the Regula Sanctorum Patrum, we observe that the two, the 
smaller text within the larger, make a uniform whole in respect 
of ideas, vocabulary and, most important, style. This is because 
RM, though composed from many sources, some known, some un¬ 
known, was rearranged and largely rewritten by a legislator-editor 
whose language is recognisably characteristic and who, at the same 
time, is probably responsible for some contributions of his own to 
the text, notably the considerable passage in the present Chapter 
I which is a digression on the gyrovagiy the vagrant monks. 

We have seen that the presence in toto of RM in a South 
Italian ms. is a strong indication that the Rule was actually 
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practised in that locality where it was copied. Is Southern 
Italy theri the original home of RM? I think not. The attribution 
of MB to S. Benedict at Rome by the and of the 6th century 
is very probable in view of the existence of ms. Hatton 48, but 
such attribution would clash with the attribution of the same 
text to Oriental Fathers in a locality some mere four himdred 
miles south of Rome, an attribution which is an established 
fact. If however MB is merely somce material for both legis¬ 
lations there is no difficulty. Furthermore, when one examines 
RM one is struck by the archaic fiavoiu* of its institutions and 
sentiments. One is struck for instance by the recommendation 
(Ch. 95) that monks should not often go outside the monastery 
lest they be mistaken for angels and worshipped as they do 
not deserve or, on the other hand, be derided by the unfaithful: 
ut non ait frequena occaaio propter quam fratrea mvltotiena foraa 
egreaai aaecularibua mixti forte a religioaorum ocvlia viai ad dam- 
nationem potiua noatram ab eia pro angelia adoremur — aut nuigia 
per inriaionem quorumdam infidelium vileacai in publico aanctua 
habitus. Monks are not then a familiar sight in public. I think 
this means that Ch. 95, the last chapter of the Rule as we possess 
it, is to be situated in a time and place where the Barbarian 
invasions have already taken some toll of Christian institutions. 
5th century Gaul or Spain suggest themselves, not Southern 
Italy. We must also consider what appears to be the very conside¬ 
rable indebtedness of RM to John Cassian who established 
himself at Marseilles early in the 5th century. We may note the 
primitive fervour for cenobitism, so clearly shown in the division 
of monks into categories (following Cassian or Jerome, or both) 
and in the championing of the one true kind—the primum 
genus cenobitarum^ and in the long and vigorous attack upon 
the curse of vagrancy. We are here at the very beginning of 
cenobitism in the Western world and we know that its cradle 
was Southern Gaul. This new cenobitism coming from the 
Eastern Mediterranean to the West brought with it a great 
veneration for the Fathers of the Desert, their Lives and Con¬ 
versations. Hence Cassian’s popularity, hence also the attri¬ 
bution of OUT Rule to Eastern Fathers and the maintaining of 
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that attribution in oiu* two mss. of Southern Italy. We remem¬ 
ber how Cassiodorus at Vivarium busied himself with the pro¬ 
pagation of the Eastern Fathers in translation. To this it may be 
remarked that, since Cassiodorus did as much as Cassian to po¬ 
pularize Eastern institutions, including cenobitism, the Regula 
Magistri may well have originated in Cassiodorus’ part of the 
world. True; but there are other things to be taken into account. 
For instance, the possibility that there are elements of Priscillia- 
nism in RM, a factor which would incline one to situate the work 
in Spain or Narbonnese Gaul rather than in Southern Italy. 
The Council of Braga in 563 condemned in a series of anathe- 
mata the Priscillianist tenets, some of which are reflected in 
our Rule. The sinful nature of human generation, the damnation 
for sin in previous existence which constitutes life on Earth, 
these are echoed in the Thema— in excessibua concupiscentiae 
generati in saeculi huius deacendimus viam (Th. 5); — per lig¬ 
num offensionia natio noatra de paradiao in mundum, de mundo 
uaque in infernum deacenderat (Th. 59). (References by Chapter 
and line are to Vanderhoven’s Diplomatic Edition). The Council 
of Braga condemned the view that the eating of flesh is sinful. 
In RM Ch. I. we are told that the outrageous gyrovagi cause the 
daily slaughter oflive chickens through their insatiable appetite— 
animantiu pullorum aibi creant cottidie occidi (I. 37—39). The 
phrase animantia pullorum is noteworthy; it stresses the fact 
that chickens are living creatures, so that animantia pullorum 
is not merely a pretentious phrase for pulli\ it means puUi qui 
animantia aunt. 

In this same context the word gyrovagua itself is important. 
It is hybrid, belonging to a Greco-Latin locality, a region where 
Greek is as familiar a tongue as Latin and where Greek words 
are used frequently in colloquial Latin speech. Such a region 
is the Southern coast of Gaul. The word gyrovagua may come 
from this region together with the text which contains it, the 
text that is which also contains Priscillianist elements and which 
to my mind is the special contribution of a legislator-editor 
recasting the whole work. To this it may be objected that Sou¬ 
thern Italy is also a Greco-Latin region using hybrid words. 
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True; but I do not think that gyromgua is the word used in 
Southern Italy for “vagrant monk”, at least in that particular 
region where our two mss. were copied. I say this because of 
some evidence which I will mention later. 

To return to the archaic aspect of RM, we may note the 
primitive quality of its cenobitism, shown by the curious avoi¬ 
dance in its language of the word vnmuichua, found so rarely 
that its appearance at aU must be viewed with suspicion as a 
likely interpolation or gloss, as in Chapters 7 and 81. It occurs 
in Ch. I, but only in the literal sense of “solitary”, the isolated 
monk who is the victim of the gyrovagus. The scrupulous avoi¬ 
dance of a commonplace term in favour of the more explicit 
frater shows an insistence upon the cenobitic idea which argues 
an early date for the whole text of the Rule. 

This avoidance of the word monachv^ is an aspect of a piece 
of Latin writing which is altogether peculiar and, so to speak, 
localized, if only one could discover the locality in question. 
Other aspects are not lacking; one of the most striking is the 
use of the word deversua for “monk”. This term is frequent in 
the gyrovdgi digression where it is made the subject of word¬ 
play with the commoner word and phonetic though not semantic 
equivalent diversua. Furthermore, deveraita is usually spelled in 
ms. 12205 with the prefix di- rather than de- (diveraua for de- 
veraua). It is however not confined to the gyrovdgi digression or 
even to Ch. I, but is found throughout the text. There can be 
no doubt as to the meaning, as for instance in Ch. I. 168: dever- 
aorum vita et actual “the life and conduct of the monks”, a phrase 
echoed in the title of the same Ch. I: actua et vita morutchorurn in 
coenobiiay a title which does not belong to the original state of 
the Rule which, as I have mentioned, does not employ the word 
moTtachua, Deveraua is of course a pure Latin word for the hybrid 
anachoritdy “one who turns aside”, from the secular way of 
life, but it seems to have remained a local usage, attested only, 
to my knowledge, in the Regula Magistri. In origin it may be 
pre-cenobitic, existing perhaps in Southern Gaul before the 
arrival of Cassian. Our text has retained the word, which was 
perhaps dying out, in preference to rnonachua as an alternative 
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to frater. It is interesting to note in passing that the hybrid 
camsare (Gk. xdfjitpai) is used in Ch. 66.3: camsantes de via^ 
in exactly the sense of deverti —another indication that we are 
dealing with a region which is Greco-Latin. In saying this, I do 
not forget that the Peregrinatio Egeriae also has the word 
camsare, but then this intriguing work has so much in common 
with RM, not least its colloquial Latinity and its problem of 
date and origin! 

In just the same way as we must, in the case of the Pere¬ 
grinatio, take accoimt of the reference to the River Rhone (18.2) 
in discussing the problem of origin, so with the Regula Magistri 
we must consider the words porro a finibus Italiae (I. 89). The 
passage in question is again from the gyrovagi digression and 
relates how the vagrants, immediately after quitting one host 
whose larder they have exhausted, betake themselves to the 
cell of another solitary {cella monachi) saying that they are 
arriving porro a finibus Italiae. However we may choose to 
translate porro, ‘‘from afar” or, taking it as a virtual compara¬ 
tive and linking it with the preposition a, “from farther than”; 
however we may render finibus Italiae, “the boundaries of 
Italy” or simply “Italy”, we must be positive about Italiae 
itself. It is more natural in the context for the person speaking 
of Italy to be outside that coimtry rather than within it. I think 
that it is as true in the case of Latin usage as in that of modem 
idioms for a person arriving in Italy, having come from France, 
to say “I have come from the French border”, for this is more 
explicit than to say “I have come from the Italian border” 
which might mean the border of Italy with France but could 
equally well mean the border with Switzerland or Austria. 
Thus one must describe the border in terms of the country 
which lies beyond it. We may assume that our gyrovagi have 
come into Gaul, presumably Southern Gaul, from the Italian 
border (from Italy). Incidentally, we may hardly suppose that 
they have come all the way into Spain; in other words porro a 
finibus Italiae implies that the setting of our gyrovagi digression 
in Ch. I is Southern Gaul, not Spain. Is RM then of Gaulish 
origin? I know that Quintilian tells us that the word gurdus 
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which is found in RM (50.171) is of supposed Spanish origin 
and that the word pius, in the sense of bonuSy benignus^ of which 
RM is particulary fond, is most common in Spanish inscriptions, 
as the second volume of the CIL shows. I know also that the 
derivation of the word annona from ad hora nona (28.110) is 
that given by Isidore (Etym. 20. 2. 13) and that RM was pro¬ 
bably his soimce for it. If the Rule was known and used in Spain 
in Isidore’s time it must have had the same authority there as 
our Paris mss. prove that it had in Southern Italy. An exami¬ 
nation of the structure of RM reveals that it is composed of 
different strata which reflect so many different states of the 
text in the course of what was probably a rapidly evolving and 
not very prolonged history. If we venture to suppose that our 
Rule is not Italian in origin, though copied and practised in 
Southern Italy, it seems likely that its different states belong to 
different regions or at any rate contain sources taken from 
different regions. I should like to expose very briefly and of 
necessity inadequately a structimal plan which, it seems to 
me, emerges from the scrutiny of our Rule. 

In its original form the Regula Sanctorum Patrum was com¬ 
posed of two parts, an cxtits militiae cordis or “performance of a 
military service of the spirit” which is the ascetic life of the 
miles Christi and an ordo monasterii, the “ordering or administra¬ 
tion of a monastery”. The two expressions are found at the end 
of Chapter 10, where the division is made between the two 
parts of the Rule. The actvs militiae is of a spiritual character 
and is composed of precepts and exhortations intended to 
inspire perseverance in those monastic observances which 
constitute the ordo mcnvasterii or daily routine of monastic life. 

The actus of our Rule is preceded by a short piece of legis¬ 
lation, commonly known as the Regula IV Patrum, which 
serves as a model to the larger work which follows it. It is of 
primitive aspect and its language is not that of the major RM. 
But its structure is the same, moral precept followed by practical 
legislation. The work is followed in ms. 12205 by the Prologue 
and Thema which also serve as introductory matter. They pose 
many problems which we cannot discuss here. 
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I incline to think that the original acius militiae was quite 
short. It may be traced in some few lines of Ch. I, following 
upon the gyrovngi digression (11.176—183 )—rruignum existimantes 
'primum genus cenobitarum—ad ipsorum regulam revertamur; fra - 
treSy clamat nobis cottidie Dominus dicens convertamini 
ad me, etc. The spiritual exhortation is continued in some se¬ 
venty-five lines of Ch. 8, the highly imaginative piece of writing 
on the vanity of human ambition — 0 iactantiae vanitas, omnis 
homo vivens in ipsa pravitate sua altiiudinem caeli et latitudinem 
terrae jmUU se mensurare, etc. (8.6flF.). To this may be added the 
twelve grades of humility and the account of the joys of Heaven, 
the latter taken from the Acta Sebastiani, which together make 
up most of our present Ch. 10. 

To this first state of the a^tus militiae was added a second state, 
which I call the ‘‘doctrina state”. It is here that we find the 
magister-discipulus relationship which is the most distinguishing 
feature of our Rule and which, at a later stage, gave to it the 
characteristic chapter-headings which are of course responsible 
for the Regula Sanctorum Patrum becoming known as the 
Regula Magistri. 

This doctrina state is to be traced towards the end of the 
Thema — constituenda est ergo nobis dominici schola servitii 
(II. 309—10). These words are a suture, binding what has gone 
before to what follows. But what follows is now at the end of 
Ch. I and is the principle of the three grades of teaching — ecde- 
siae suae Dominus ires gradus doctrinae constituit, primum prophe- 
tarum, apostolorum secundum, doctorum tertium, all of which is 
to introduce the role of the doctor-magister. Chapters 2, 7 and 9 
develop the doctrina theory and the relations between master and 
pupil, chapter 7 stressing the virtue of obedience, chapter 9 
that of silence. This doctrina state is possibly of Priscillianist ori¬ 
gin, as the doctor role is thought to have been one dear to Pris- 
ciUianists, while the extreme severity of the injunctions regar¬ 
ding obedience and silence are in keeping with the conception of 
the perfectus homo. 

It is possible, though no more than a conjecture, that to this 
composite actus: doctrina Rule the legislator-editor who wrote 
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the gyrovagi digression added the genera moncuchorum categories 
of Ch. I and also the compilations of virtues and vices consti¬ 
tuting Chs. 3, 4, 5 and 6 which are also obviously taken from 
sources. It is amusing to see how the chapter-titles, added at a 
later date, fail to fit the material and are almost as long as the 
‘"chapters” themselves which are mere lists. 

Now let us look for a moment at the second part of our Rule, 
the or do rnormsterii. It is probable that this extremely long 
compilation of chapters is the result of many adaptations and 
additions. We are told at the end of Ch. 10 that it originally 
comprised six divisions: modus, observantia, gradus, continentia, 
custodia and mensura. What do these terms mean? I think they 
are reflected in the body of the text. Modus is concerned with 
certain disciplinary measures, such as excommunication (the 
chapter-heading modus excommunicationis is found in Benedict’s 
Rule, Ch. 24). Oradus refers to the administrative grades like 
'praeposit^ts and cellararius, continentia to the Lenten fasting, 
mensura to the measuring of food and drink. If this is so, then 
we see that the present order of chapters as given in ms. 12205 
does not conform to that given at the end of Ch. 10. For example, 
the present Ch. 11 (De Praepositis) belongs to the division 
gradus, but instead of coming after the modus and the observatio 
(Chs. 33—49) it comes at the very beginning of the ordo. The 
division continentia occupies the present Chs. 61—53 while 
custodia, the duties of the cellarer and the custos rerum, is dealt 
with in chapters as far apart as 17 and 95. The mensura occupies 
the present Chs. 27, 28 and 29. 

We know from internal evidence that the chapter order at 
present obtaining (in ms. 12206) is not that of the original state 
of the ordo. From references in the text it is possible to recon¬ 
struct the order to a considerable extent. Furthermore, there 
are chapters which are additions made from time to time and 
which do not find a place within the scheme laid down at the 
end of Ch. 10. 

The best way of course to distinguish between the various 
strata of text is by examination of the language in which they 
are written, if such an examination can be made to yield a 
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positive result! The task is made difficult in the case of RM by 
what I am convinced is the unifying work of the legislator- 
editor whose style pervades the whole Rule. However, some 
progress has been made in the study of the Latinity of RM 
which, as I have indicated, is peculiar and in some ways unique. 
It is hoped to include in the forthcoming volume, which will 
complement the Diplomatic Edition of the Regula Magistri, 
a detailed account of the language together with further ob¬ 
servations upon the orthography of the manuscripts. As regards 
the latter, I will mention one factor which has bearing upon 
the problem of our Rule’s origin, namely that a distinction 
can be made between the language of the scribes of the South 
Italian mss. and that of certain texts they have copied. Certain 
misspellings like the haplography magirare for mougis girare 
and the form aquilua ventus for aquilo ventua show that the scribe, 
in his reading of the acriptura corUintui (necessarily aloud), 
failed to pronoimce the final a of magia and was able to add an a 
erroneously to a word which should not have it (Aquilo). At the 
same time there are other forms occurring in the text, inde¬ 
clinable plurals like vitaa patrum, miaaaa, caldoa^ dominicaa and 
so on, where the a must be pronounced to make possible the 
distinction between singular and plural. Without pretending 
that such phenomena, genuinely phonetic though they are, 
can be advanced as irrefutable evidence of origin, one must 
remember that in Gaul, Southern Gaul included, the distinction 
between the nominative and accusative of masculine words is 
made right into Romance, a fact which may justify a supposition 
that a form like caldoa would occur in Spanish rather than in 
Gaulish Latinity. 

For my part I think it fair to assume that the Regula 
Magistri may have Gaulish and Spanish elements, as also Itahan 
elements to judge by liturgical details. It is quite natmal that a 
Rule which enjoyed great authority and widespread popularity, 
even only for a short time, should have received additions and 
modifications, to say nothing of sources, from all the main 
regions of the Latin world. It has been said that the word jyuUua 
for gaJlua is Gaulish (understandably!) as also the word bracae 
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“breeches”, while the spelling discuUient for discvlcient (both 
dialect forms of discalcient) must be Gaulish since it occurs in a 
manuscript of the 6th century (ms. 12205) and must have been 
copied from a Gaulish text by the Italian scribe. The mysterious 
rogue (Sp. rnego?) is foimd in Italian diplomas at a later date, 
while lordicare is O. Fr. lourdoyer. At the same time the Greco- 
Latin words ebdoma, camsare and oblagia (Gk. ev?x>yla) indicate 
a bilingual region which may be either Southern Gaul or Sou¬ 
thern Italy. However, and here I revert to a point made above, 
the word gyrovague is in my opinion decisive here. It is a Greco- 
Latin hybrid, found in the Ch. I digression in conjunction with 
the Gaulish puUue and lordicare, to say nothing of Priscillianist 
echos and the expression porro a finibue Italiae. Now, in our 
ms. 12206 from the South of Italy another expression is found 
for “vagrant monk”, though not in the text of RM. The ex¬ 
pression is circitor rnoTUichue and it is foimd in the Greco-Latin 
translation of S. Nilus’ De Octo Vitiis Generalibus (f. 59 v 1. 29) 
where it is used to render the Greek xvx^^mriQ. This translation, 
like its companion in ms. 12634 of a work of S. Ephraem, was 
made almost certainly in the district where it was copied, in the 
Greco-Latin South of Italy and is in the tradition of those made 
by Cassiodorus at Vivarium. The Latin of these translations 
does not resemble that of the RM passage where the word 
gyrovague occurs. We may note the frequent use of autem, a 
particle entirely absent from RM except in sources (almost all 
Biblical) and the occurrence of monachue, a word avoided by RM. 
Thus the region which uses devereue, gyrovague and avoids autem 
is not that which produced our mss. 12206 and 12634. 

What of the date of the Regula Magistri? If it is indebted 
to Cassian and not, €ts some think, Cassian to it, we cannot date 
the indebted parts (and they are considerable and diffused) 
before 430 at the earliest. The primitive fervour for the new 
cenobitism from the East inclines us to place it not much later 
than 440. I have mentioned the Barbarian invasions which 
took place early in the 6th century in Gaul and which would 
account for the apparent restriction on the movements of monks 
(Ch. 96), their unfamiliar appearance in public and the presence 
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of large numbers of hostile unbelievers, I find significance in 
the expression apiritalia Caeaar deaignatua in Ch. 93 (1. 126), 
applied to the monk who is chosen to succeed the abbot. He is the 
“spiritual heir to the throne”, that is to say the word Caesar is 
used in our context in the special sense it acquired under the 
later Emperors. Now the last Roman Emperor, Romulus Au- 
gustulus, was deposed in 476. But this was at Rome. Long before 
this in Gaul, owing to the invasions, the Emperor’s power and 
name had lost practical meaning. The expression Caeaar deaig- 
natua would have little real significance, even figuratively, in a 
monastic community with a fair share of inalphabeti at a time 
when the institution referred to had ceased to exist. Legislators, 
being practical men, do not indulge in outmoded expressions to 
illustrate their arguments. I do not think that the phrase apiri- 
talia Caeaar deaignatua would be used in Gaul after 450. 

I have limited these few remarks to certain considerations of 
time, place and structure, without even mentioning many of 
the problems concerning our Rule. I can only say that Dom 
Hubert Vanderhoven and M. Fran 9 ois Masai are still working 
on these problems and that they hope soon to produce the long 
awaited “second volume”. I shall be more than grateful if I can 
succeed in compiling some items of linguistic interest by way of 
a minor contribution to that volume. 
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Nouvelles Perspectives sur le ProblSme des Sources 
de rHexaemeron de Gregoire de Nysse 

E. CORSINI 

La thdse de Karl Gronau 

Le problfeme des sources de rHexaemeron de Gregoire de 
Nysse a ete pose pour la premiere fois d’lme fa 9 on systematique 
par K. Gronau dans son ouvrage: Poseidonioa und die judisch- 
christliche Genesisexegese (Leipzig 1914). Ce livre paraissait & 
une epoque fSconde en recherches sur Posidonius et profitait 
d’lm tres grand nombre de travaux appliques k definir Toeuvre, 
la pensee et surtout T influence du grand Stoicien sur les ecri- 
vains posterieurs grecs et romains, sur les debuts du neo-plato- 
nisme, etc. Avec cet ouvrage Tauteur, suivant Pexemple de 
W. Jaeger {Nemesioa von Emesa, Berlin 1914), visait k etendre la 
recherche sur Tinfluence de Posidonius en etudiant la litterature 
chretienne et la patristique. 

On peut resumer la these de K. Gronau de la fa 9 on suivante: 
Basile et Gregoire de Nysse dans leurs commentaires aux premiers 
chapitres de la Genese ont utilise des commentaires precedents, 
notamment d’Origene et de Philond’Alexandrie, qui dependent 
k leur tour du grand Commentaire de Posidonius au Timee de 
Platon. Par consequent Pouvrage de Posidonius serait k I’ori- 
gine de I’exegdse platonicienne et biblique. 

II n’est pas necessaire d’exposer ici la technique compliquee 
et subtile de demonstration d’lme pareflle thfese, d’autant plus 
que rimmense materiel, tasse au cours de Fexposition et dans 
renorme rez-de-chaussee des notes innombrables, n’a pas toujours 
la meme valeur et n’est pas toujours examine avec la rigueiu* 
critique qui serait desirable. D’ailleurs la methode suivie, qui 
est celle typique de la Quellenforschung au moyen de passages 
paralieies, lorsqu’elle etait appliquee d’une fa 9 on mecanique, 
entrainait fatalement des erreurs de perspective et une cer- 
taine incomprehension du texte et de la personnalite de rauteiu*. 
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En outre la liste des auteurs que Gronau donne comme „posi- 
doniens'' est presque infinie; et s’il fallait rexaminer au jour 
des 4tudes nouvelles combien d’affirmations devraient 5tre au 
moins nuanc^es, combien d’attributions discut4es, combien de 
derivations examinees k nouveau! En effet il suffit k K. Gronau 
de demontrer que tel ou tel passage, tel ou tel argument, telle 
ou telle idee philosophique ou scientifique de Basile et de Gr^- 
goire se trouve dans Philon, Ciceron, Varron, Senfeque, Pline 
TAncien, Adraste, Cieomfede, Arrien, G6minus, Aratus, le 
Pseudo-Clement, Macrobius, Censorin, Lydus, Philoponus, etc., 
pour juger que la presence de Posidonius est certaine. 

n n’est pas necessaire de relever combien un tel procede est 
arbitraire et il n’est pas question non plus de rappeler que le 
pivot de la these de Gronau, k savoir Texistence memo du 
commentaire posidonien au Timee, a ete mis en doute par des 
savants, tels que K. Reinhardt et M. Pohlenz. Il nous suffit 
de constater comment TefiFort de Gronau, pour ce qui conceme 
Gregoire de Nysse, non seulement n’a pas atteint son but, 
mais, ce qui est plus, a entram4 une erreur de perspective qui 
a fausse tout I’examen de Pouvrage et defigur6 la personnalite 
et roriginalite de Pauteur. En effet Gronau ne considdre PHexae- 
m4ron de Gr^goire que comme un corollaire, un complement de 
celui de Basile et ce point de vue a conduit le grand philologue 
a se passer d’un examen approfondi du but et de la nature de 
cet ouvrage fondamental pour Petude de la pens^e de Gr6goire 
de Nysse. 

Le but de PHexaem6ron et la pol^mique contre 
Pekpyrosis 

En realite le problfeme des sources est he en partie k la con¬ 
sideration du but de cet ouvrage tout k fait special. Quel est 
done le but de PHexaemeron ou bien, ce qui revient au mSme, 
quel est le noyau autour duquel on pourrait grouper tous les 
arguments? Gronau, dans son court examen du traite de Gre- 
goire, dit que Pargument fondamental est celui des rapports 
entre Dieu immateriel et la matifere creee, avec deux arguments 
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secondaires, c’est-i-dire deux excursus sur Torigine des eaux 
et sur la nature des corps celestes Or il n’en est rien. La 
question de Torigine de la mati^re et de ses rapports avec Dieu 
n’est pas du tout trait^e par Gr^goire, qui au contraire la range 
parmi les questions oisives, auxquelles il n’y a qu’une r^ponse: 
Dieu est savant et puissant et il fait ce qu’il veut (PG 44, 
68 B ss.). 

Le but d6clar4 de Gr^goire est de clarifier certains points 
obscurs du traits de son frfere, qui se pretaient aux objections 
de quelques-uns. 

Faut-il croire qu’il s’agissait d’objections r^elles, soulev4es 
par des adversaires de Basile, ou bien sommes-nous en presence 
d’un pr6texte litt^raire de Gr^goire pour justifier son traits 
sur la Genfese peu d’ann^es aprfes celui d6j4 devenu classique 
de son frdre? 

L’examen des dates nous ferait pencher pour la deuxi^me 
hypothfese^, d’autant plus que la fa 9 on dont Gr^goire d6veloppe 
ses arguments n’est celle de quelqu’un qui d6fende la cause 
d’un autre. Toujours est-il qu’au lieu de r6soudre les difficult^s 
du traits de son frfere, Gr6goire d^veloppe une thdse qui non 
seulement n’est pas celle de Basile mais qui s’y oppose directe- 
ment. 

Quelles ^taient done les objections que les adversaires, k 
savoir Gr4goire lui-meme, soulevaient centre I’Hexaem^ron de 
Basile ? 

La premifere, nous dit Gr^goire, conceme I’explication du 
troisidme ciel, dont fait mention saint Paul, tandis que I’Ecri- 
ture nous parle seulement de deux cieux (PG 44, 64 D). En 
r4alit4 Gr4goire ne s’occupe de cette difficult^ qu’& la fin de 
son trait4: le troisifeme ciel, dit-il, dont nous parle saint Paul, 
signifie „toutes ces choses qu’on ne pent pas exprimer avec 
des mots, k savoir la beauts du paradis** (44, 121 D). 


^ Gronau, op. cit., p. 113 ss. 

* Et cela est vrai soit qu*on CMScepte la th^ traditionnelle, qm fixe 
la date de composition des homilies de Basile vers 370, avant son ^pisco- 
pat, soit qu*on se range k Tavis de Gronau, qui place la composition peu 
d’ann^s avant la mort de T^veque de C6sar^. 
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Toute Tattention de notre auteur est dirig^e sur deux autres 
difficult^s, concemant rinterpr^tation des eaux „supra caelum“, 
dont nous parle rEcriture, et la conservation de Teau terrestre 
dans sa mesure originaire malgr6 T^vaporation (44, 65 D—68 A). 

On a de la peine k s’imaginer que ces deux questions aient pu 
amener Gr6goire k 4crire un autre traits sur THexaem^ron. 
En r6alit6, comme nous le verrons plus loin, soils le voile de 
ces deux questions se cache la poUmique centre la doctrine stoi- 
cienne de Vekpyrosis et la defense de Vdtemiti du rrumde. Voili 
le but et le noyau de THexaem^ron de Gr^goire de Nysse! 

Le r4cit mosaique nous parle de la creation du firmament 
pour s4parer les eaux inf4rieures des eaux sup4rieures. Que 
sent ces eaux sup4rieures? Tout le monde sait que la cosmologie 
juive imaginait le ciel comme un grand r&ervoir d’eaux, d’oti 
descendait la pluie, lorsque les 4cluses du ciel s’ouvraient. 

Mais quand le r4cit mosaique vint en contact de la science 
hell^nique, les ex^gfetes d’eflForcferent k accorder I’expression 
biblique avec la physique aristot41icienne et stoicienne, qui 
concevait Tunivers comme la juxtaposition des spheres con- 
oentriques des divers 414ments. L’ex4gdse des Alexandrins avec 
son all^gorisme vint bout de cette difficult^, en expliquant 
les eaux „supra caelum“ comme le xdofjtoQ vorjrdg, le monde 
intelligible. 

Mais Basile, qui traite la question dans THom^lie III ch. 5, 
revient brusquement k I’interpr^tation litt^rale du texte: au 
dessus du firmament, nous dit-il, il y a une grande masse d’eau 
qui entoure la terre. Et plus loin, au ch. 8, Basile se demande 
la fonction de cette masse d’eau, et il r4pond en disant qu’elle 
est n^cessaire pour d’opposer k la grande masse du feu, dont 
le pouvoir de destruction menace Texistence de Tunivers (PG 29, 
64 C ss.). L’eau et le feu sont deux 416ments 4galement n4ces- 
saires, mais ils sont opposes entre eux, si bien que leur ^quilibre 
est la condition pr^alable de la conservation du cosmos. Voili 
ce qui explique la presence de cette immense masse d’eau dans 
la cr^ation^. 

^ Il est int^ressant d’observer que I’interpr^tation litt^rale des eaux 
sup^eures se trouve aussi dans le fragment d'Hippolyte sur la Genese 
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Mais ^tant donn4 que le feu vit aux d^pens de T^l^ment 
humide, il s’ensuit fatalement une diminution de I’eau et une 
graduelle augmentation du feu, ce qui k un moment donn6 
entrainera la conflagration universelle, I’ekpyTOsis (PG 29, 68 
A—B). C’^tait le point de vue des Stoiciens, que Basile ici 
semble accepter. En effet il fait suivre un excursus sur les mers, 
les fleuves, les lacs, etc., pour d^montrer I’abondance de I’eau 
dans la creation, et \me pol6mique centre la th^orie d’Aristote 
qui niait la nature ign6e du soleil. Or, E. Bignone a d4montr6^ 
que ces deux arguments 4taient life k la pol6mique sur I’^temit^ 
du monde entre les p6ripat4ticiens et les platoniciens d’une 
part et les stoiciens et les ^picuriens de Tautre; et k mon avis 
Gronau a bien raison de soup 9 onner la presence de Posidonius 
dans la pol4mique de Basile centre Aristote, parce que c’est 
pr6cis4ment le philosophe d’Apamte qui est pr4sent4 dans la 
tradition doxographique comme le restaurateur du dogme de 
Tekpyrosis centre les negations soit des p4ripat4ticiens soit 
des stoiciens h^t^rodoxes tels que Pan^tius et Boethos de Sidon. 

(p. 51, 7 Achelis). Malheureusement le fragment ne nous dit pas si cette 
interpretation etait li^e 14 aussi, comme dans Basile et ses Epigones 
(Ambroise, Procope de Gaza, Ps.-Eustathe, Severien de Qabala, etc.), 
4 la poiemique centre I’etemite du monde et 4 la doctrine de rekpyrosis. 
Quoi qu*il en soit, il est certain qu’Hippolyte a admis lui aussi rekpyrosis, 
dont il parle maintes fois dans ses ecrits (Philosoph. 1, 3; 9, 10; De 
Christ, et antichr., Achelis p. 44). Le lien entre Hippolyte et Basile 
semblerait ressortir aussi de la notice strange de J6r6me sur THexae- 
m^ron de saint Ambroise dcuis son 6pitre ad Pammachium et Oceanum: 
„Nuper sanctus Ambrosiua sic Hexaemeron Origenis compilavit ut magis 
Hippolyti serUentias BasUiiqtte sequeretur^^ Y aurait-il par hasard, pour 
ce qui conceme la Genese, une double „ligne** ex4g4tique, aboutissant 
Tune 4 Hippolyte, et Tautre, dont fait partie entre autres Gr4goire de 
Nysse, 4 Origene 7 Toute affirmation ne saurait etre que pr^matur^. 

^ £. Bignone, L’Aristotele perduto e la formazione filosofica di Epicuro, 
2 voll. Firenze 1936. Selon Tauteur la pol^mique sur r6temit6 du monde 
aurait eu son d^but avec les ceuvres Rentes par Aristote pendant sa 
jeunesse, notamment le De philosophia, Les arguments d’Aristote 
auraient 4t4 combattus par Z6non, qui 4 son tour aurait 4t4 r6fut6 
par Th^ophraste; Epicure aurait combattu ce dernier avec les argu¬ 
ments que Lucrece nous a transmis. A renmrquer qu’apr^ Th^ophraste 
et Epicure 8*insere dans la pol4mique la discussion sur T^quilibre des 
416ment8, comme Ton peut voir dans le ch. 22 du De aeUm. mundi de 
Philon. 
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La fin du monde par le feu a toujours 4t4 un dogme pour le 
christianisme, mais la pens6e chr^tienne n’a jamais accepts la 
conception stoicienne de I’ekpyrosis, peut-etre k cause de la 
liaison qu’on y voyait avec la doctrine du retoiu* 4temel. Ce 
n'est qu’avec Origfene qu’elle p4nfetre dans la speculation chre- 
tienne, mais il s’agit k peine du mot, parce que \k encore la 
fin du monde et les circonstances qui Taccompagneront dependent 
entiferement de la volonte toute-puissante de Dieu. Basile est 
done le premier 6crivain chretien, qui parle de Tekpyrosis 
comme d’un phenomfene naturel, c’est-^t“dire dependant des 
causes secondes^. 

Aucun doute alors que nous soyons ici devant une source 
stoicienne et probablement devant Posidonius lui meme*. 

Quelle est k cet egard la position de Gr^goire ? Son but, nous 
I’avons dit, est la poiemique contre la doctrine de Tekpyrosis, 
et cela ressort Evident de la fa 9 on dont il coupe court avec les 
questions du firmament et des eaux sup4rieures. Le firmament, 
dit-il, n’est pas un corps solide, et les eaux „8upra caelum“ ne sont 
pas des eaux^r^elles, parce que ceci serait en contradiction avec 
la disposition naturelle des ^l^ments qui veut que chacun d’eux 
occupe son lieu naturel selon sa gravity et density, de fa 9 on 
que la succession: terre—eau—air—feu soit toujours conserv^e 
(PG 44, 80 D—81 A). 

L’interpr^tation all6gorique des eaux sup4rieures, k laquelle 
Gr^goire revient r^solument, semblerait favoriser les partisans 
de Tekpyrosis, parce qu’ainsi est 6cart4 I’obstacle imaging pour 
retarder la conflagration. En effet Taction destructrice du feu 
est im donnd de Texp4rience, et s’il n’y avait que Teau terreste 
pour s’y opposer, T6quilibre serait bientot rompu et Tunivers 
plongerait dans le feu. Gr^goire a pr4vu la difficult^ et il Taborde 

^ Qu'on voie cependant ce que nous avons dit d’Hippolyte k la p. 97 n. 1. 

* A remarquer aussi Horn. I, 3 (PG 29, 9 C ss.; cfr. aussi Ep. VI, 2, 
PG 32, 244), oti est d^velopp^ un autre argument, qui est clcissique de 
la pol^mique stoicienne et 6picurienne contre T^temit^ du monde: 
I’etre qui a des parties soumises k la corruption est lui-meme corruptible 
et p^rissable. L*argument revient dcuis Lucr^ce, de rer. nat., V, 235 ss.; 
Philon, de aetem. mimd. ch. 22; Lactemee, div. inst., VII, 1—10; s. 
Ambroise, In Hexaem. I, 3, 11. 
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tout de suite d'une fa 9 on radicale. En eflFet la question qu’il 
pose des le d6but est celle-ci: ,,L’eau terrestre rest-t-elle dans 
sa mesure primitive ou diminue-t-elle k cause de Taction du 
soleil?“ Pour Gr^goire il n’y a pas de doute: chaque element 
demeure dans la quantity 6tablie par Dieu au moment de la 
creation. ,,La terre ne diminue pas ni elle n’augmente, Tair 
maintient sa mesure, le feu ne diminue pas: pourquoi alors 
Teau seule peut-elle diminuer?“ (92 D). 

La demonstration de la stability de Tei^ment humide et par 
li de la stabilite de tons les elements occupe la partie centrale 
et finale de THexaemeron de Gr^goire de Nysse^. 

En premier lieu il refute le point de vue des Stoiciens, qui 
disaient que le soleil se nourrit d’eau, et il d^veloppe la theorie 
de la circulation perpetuelle des elements par la transformation 
des uns dans les autres. Il y a cependant, admet Gregoire, une 
partie d’humidite qui est absorb^e par le feu et qui apparemment 
est soustraite k revolution circulaire, k savoir Thumidite qu’on 
voit parfois pendant V6t6 s’dlever k une trfes grande hauteur 
jusqu’A la region de Tether oil elles s’embrasent en donnant 
lieu aux phenomenes qu’on appelle cometes, etoiles filantes, 
etc. (96 B —97 A). Mais meme dans ce cas, observe Gregoire, 
le feu ne detruit pas toutes les qualites de la matifere; il en reste 
une poussifere trfes fine, qui conserve sinon les qualites, au moins 
la quantite de Teau. Ce pulviscule tombe sur la terre et se mele 
avec elle. Mais la terre par sa qualite secondaire de Thumidite 
peut se transformer en eau, et voilil que Tequilibre est retabli 
et la transformation cyclique des elements continue, assurant 
la stabilite perpetuelle au cosmos (105 B—112 C). La possibilite 
qu’un element se transforme dans Tautre etait un axiome de 


^ Gronau, op. cit. p. 120, s’^toime que Gregoire revienne sur cet 
argument du moment que Basile s’y etait appliqu^, quoique 

brievement, dans sa troisieme homeiie, ch. 3 ss. Ce qui est la preuve 
d’une incomprehension fondamentale de cet illustre savant k Tigard 
de notre auteur, si tant est qu’il ait jamais considere Gregoire et les 
autres Peres de I’Eglise sinon comme du materiel informe, qui doit 
toute sa valeur k I’esprit de I’antiquite classique, „der auch durch den 
nebelhaften Schleier der altchristlichen Dogmatik siegreich hindurch- 
zuleuchten vermag“ (op. cit., p. 304). 
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la physique ancienne, qui concevait chaque 414ment comme 
4tant doud, outre que d’une quality primaire, d’une quality 
secondaire par laquelle il est lid k la qualitd primaire de Tdldment 
plus proche. „I1 s’ensuit, conclut Grdgoire, que les dldments, 
sans aucun obstacle, se pdndtrent rdciproquement, en se trans¬ 
formant I’un dans I’autre, et que chacun d’eux n’augmente 
ni ne diminue, mais tout reste k jamais dans les mesures ori- 
ginaires“ (113 A). 

II est clair maintenant que nous dtions dans le juste en affir¬ 
mant que le but de Grdgoire dtait la poldmique centre la doc¬ 
trine stolcienne de I’ekpyrosis, et il est clair aussi que le point 
fondamental de divergence entre lui et Basile dtait Tinter- 
prdtation des eaux „supra caelum^, dont parle TEcriture. 

Grdgoire veut prouver la vdritd de Taxiome d’Ecclds. I, 4: 
Terra atat in aetemum (cfr. 92 D), et done son traitd sm* THexa- 
emdron s’encadre dans la sdrie des traitds en faveur de rdtemitd 
du monde^. 

Sommes-nous autorisds k conclure de Ik qu’il n’a pas utUisd 
ime source stoicienne? Je ne crois pas. En eflFet le matdriel 
scientifique employd par Grdgoire est bien d’origine stoicienne. 
Bien plus, si Ton introduisait une distinction entre matdriel 
scientifique et matdriel philosophique proprement dit, on ferait 
une constatation singulidre: dans les parties philosophiques 

^ Bien entendu» il s*agit pour Grdgoire d*une dtemitd a parte poet 
et, pour ainsi dire, conditionnde k la volontd toute-puissemte de Dieu. 
Ce qui est certain e'est que pour notre auteur le monde n'a pas de causes 
intrinseques de corruption et de mine. Cette notion d’dtemitd, qui lui 
est venue de la mdditation sur TEccldsiaste, est moins de natiu*e mdta- 
physique que de nature ascdtico-morale. Cette vision d’une terre qui 
reste inunobile k jamais (car tout son mouvement est purement illusoire) 
fedt encore peurtie du pessimisme d’origine platonicienne de Grdgoire, 
qui considere les rdalitds d’ici bas comme des riens en comparaison de 
Dieu et du monde supdrieur. La terre, qui est condamnde par ime loi 
{xaradedixaafiivrj) k demeiu^r poiu* rdtemitd, ce cycle qui toume k 
jamais sur soi-meme {xwe?x)g ... dirjvexojg iv rolg a^olg ihaadpevog^ 
In Eccles. I, PG 44, 626 C), cette immobilitd pleine de labeiu* (ibid. 
628 A), n’a qu’un but: ddtoumer I’homme des choses extdrieures et de 
see passions, qui sont semblables k ce mouvement inconcluant, k la 
mer qui n’augmente pas malgrd I’apport des fleuves, poiu* le faire rentrer 
dans son intdrieur, oh il peut rdaliser, par la sagesse et la foi, la vraie 
immobilitd, la vraie ardaig elg alwva (ibid., 628 B—D). 
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(sur la nature et le nombre des cieux, sur le ^inqui&me 414ment, 
BUT la nature de la matifere premifere et ses qualit^s, sur rekpyro- 
sis, etc.) on voit une constante adhesion de Basile aux thfeses 
stolciennes tandis que Gr4goire s’en 41oigne. Au contraire, dans 
les parties scientifiques (rorigine des eaux terrestres, la nature 
de la lumifere de la lune, la grandeur du soleil, etc.) on observe 
une plus grande liberty de la part de Basile, tandis que Gr^goire 
adhere presque toujours k des thfeses dont Torigine stoicienne 
peut ^tre ais^ment d6montr6e. 

Une demifere constatation: la defense de I’^ternit^ du cosmos 
et la pol^mique centre la doctrine de Tekpyrosis s’^tait gliss^e 
dans le sein meme de la Stoa avec Pan^tius et Boethos de 
Sidon, et nous la retrouvons dans des auteurs qui sont sous 
I’influence du Stoicisme, tels que Cic^ron (De nat, deor,, 1. II, 
ch. 45—66), Philon, Tanonyme auteur du traits negi xdafioVy 
S4nfeque, etc. Le cas de Cic4ron m6rite qu’on s'y arr6te un 
moment. Les sources du De natura deorum ont 4tudi6es 
par des critiques c^lfebres, avec des conclusions trfes diff^rentes: 
Schwenke (Posidonius), Hirzel (Pan4tius), et enfin Reinhardt, 
qui admet une plurality de sources (Chrysippe, Z6non, Phi- 
lod^me, Clitomaque, Posidonius, Pan^tius, un* manuel de philo- 
sophie stoicienne, etc.). Pour la section qui nous int^resse, 
tous les critiques sont d'accord k relever Tinfluence du ticq! 
jcQovolag de Pan^tius. 


Conclusions 

A ce moment il est possible de tirer ces quelques conclusions: 

1. L*Hexaem4ron de Gr^goire de Nysse n’est pas une appen- 
dice, un complement de THexaem^ron de Basile, mais im 
ouvrage ind^pendant, avec son but et sa physionomie tout k 
fait particulifere. Le traite de Gr^goire vise k c616brer Tordre 
harmonieux, rationnel et perp6tuel ct66 par Dieu k Torigine 
et par consequent, k combattre la doctrine stoicienne de I’ekpyro- 
sis, accepts par Basile. 

2. Cela 4tant donn4, il est impossible de songer k Posidonius 
comme source unique pour Basile et Gregoire. 
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3. Pour ce qui conceme Gr^goire, ses rapports frappants 
avec certains aspects du De natura deomm de Cic6ron pour- 
raient faire songer au Tteql TiQovolag de Pan4tius, qui, au dire 
de M. Pohlenz, aurait eu une grande influence sur la cosmologie 
des Alexandrine et sur la formation de leur notion de (pvaig. 

4. Cependant, si Ton considfere le proc^dd de Basile et de 
Gr4goire pour ce qui conceme surtout le matdriel scientiflque 
et la fa 9 on dclectique avec laquelle il est introduit dans le cours 
de Texposition, on est autorisd k songer, plutot qu’i une source 
systdmatique comme Posidonius ou Pandtius, k ces recueils 
doxographiques et it ces manuels scolaires, dont le r61e dans 
la diffusion de la culture ancienne a 4td maintes fois dtudid 
et mis en valeur. 
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Studies in the Tradition 

of the Martyrologium Hieronymianum in Ireland 

J. Hennio, Sutton, Dublin 

The tradition of the Martyrologium Hieronymianum 
(MH) is represented in Ireland primarily by the Martyrology 
of Tallaght (MT) which has been preserved in the twelfth 
century Book of Leinster and was assigned by Colgan to the 
year 900. By comparison with MH MT shows two salient 
features: 

1) the reduction of the narrative element to a mere list of 
names, place-names being frequently misinterpreted as names 
of (further) saints, 

2) the addition, in a separate paragraph for each day, of 
Irish names. 

The only edition of MT—vol. 68 of the Henry Bradshaw 
Society—was published at the same time as Quentin’s edition 
of MH. Quentin, however, was in a position to insert in his 
Apparat the readings of the non-Irish sections of MT, while 
the editors of MT established that the foundation of MT were 
the Berne and Weissenburg manuscripts of MH, fresh names 
being culled from the Echtemacht manuscript. 

The Apparat to the edition of MT refers to the other mss 
of MH for differences in the spelling of names, for names found 
in those mss but not in MT, and for the many entries in MT not 
found in those mss. Among the latter are 67 doublets. The 
editors of MT did not consider the Herculean task of coordi¬ 
nating MT and the other mss of MH entry by entry, as is now 
possible through the numbering of entries in Quentin’s edition. 
The order in which the entries appear in MT, however, would 
be one of the chief guides as regards the relationship of MT 
with the other mss of MH and to the manner in which it was 
compiled. Nor does the Apparat of MT compare with the other 
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mss the wording of the few narrative elements in MT, such as 
the epithets of saints, mainly describing their rank or the 
special event commemorated, or the wording of the still fewer 
narrative entries in MT. These two points are of particular 
importance where such narrative elements are proper to MT, 
as has been shown e. g. in studies of the collective commemora¬ 
tion of the basic events of the redemption of mankind on March 
25th^, the entry for the Communis sollemnitas omnium 
Sanctorum Europae*, the two entries relating to the passing 
away of the Blessed Virgin* or the entries relating to Gregory 
and Augustine*. Similarly the few notes devoted by Quentin 
to entries peculiar to MT are concerned with their contents 
rather than with their wording. 

This treatment of MT is in keeping with the traditional 
predominance of the heortological point of view in the study 
of martyrologies. When in 1907 Quentin established les 
martyrologes historiques as a new departure in the history 
of the martyrology, he did not discuss the function of and 
variety in narrative martyrologies. He offered no explanation 
of the function of the metrical versions considered by him, 
namely the Martyrologium Poeticum and the Martyro¬ 
logium Wandalbarti; e. g. his comparison of the latter 
with the Macon ms of Florus’ prose martyrology is entirely 
heortological. Quentin did not consider F41ire Oengusso 
(FO)*, the largest versification in this field, nor could he then 
consider yet MT, which, as regards readibility, is the very 
opposite to the versified martyrology. The tradition of the 
martyrology in the Old Irish Church makes only few contribu¬ 
tions to the heortological study of non-Irish Saints but it does 
make important contributions to the assessment of the various 
types of martyrological writing as literary units serving distinc¬ 
tive purposes, and of the martyrology as a distinctive contribution 

* Hennig, Irish Ecclesiastical Record (I. E. R.) V, 70,1948, 332—346. 

■ Hennig, Speculum 21, 1946, 61—66 €ind Mediaeval Studies 10,1948, 

147—161. 

* Hennig, I. E. R. 76, 1961, 97—104 and 81,1964, 161—171. 

* Hennig, I. E. R. 84,1966, 226—234. 

* Henry Bradshaw Society (H. B. S.) vol. 29, 1906. 
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made by Patristic literature to the development of historical 
writing. 

In his edition of MH Quentin considered only the non-Irish 
entries of MT. Thus he oiBFered no Irish parallel to the entry 
for St. Brigid, because in MT this entry, in contrast to that 
for St. Patrick, is in the Irish section, a fact which suggests 
that MT represents a very early layer in the tradition of MH. 
The Irish entries are remarkable not only lingistically for their 
mixing Irish and Latin, but also literarily for their distinctive 
narrative elements, patronymics, surnames and more elaborate 
entries in Irish and Latin. The addition of Irish saints in separate 
paragraphs, the earliest sign of nationalism in hagiography, 
the use in these entries of the vernacular and their relationship 
to the non-Irish entries in the other mss of MH and in MT are 
further points of importance to the literary assessment of the 
Irish contribution to the tradition of the martyrology. 

Since the twelfth century it had been accepted that MT is 
the source of FO^. The relationship between MT and FO is 
indeed so obvious that, to my knowledge, no attempt has been 
made to explain how a work written in 900 could be the source 
of one equally clearly dated to 800. Except for Stokes’s brief 
remarks in the introduction to the H. B. S. edition of FO and 
for Bishop’s references to FO as a possible source of the enlarge¬ 
ment of the Martyrologium Poeticum in Brit. Mus. ms. 
Galba A XVIII*, FO has only been studied from the linguistic 
point of view or used as a quarry for Irish hagiography, as in 
many cases it is our earliest (and with MT our only) source of 
an Irish “saint”. 

As is obvious from the large number of Irish names added, 
in particular the wholesale insertion of monastic communities, 
the Irish word ndibh has a wider meaning than the word sanctns 
in its liturgical sense. This wider meaning undoubtedly has its 
foimdation in Biblical and early Christian usage. The function 
of martyrologies, whether mere lists or versifications, in the old 


1 H. B. S. vol. 9, 1895, 4 and vol. 68, 1930, X. 

■ Hennig, Proc. Royal Irish Academy 66 C, 1964, 197—226. 
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Irish Church cannot be understood without reference to the 
most distinctive feature of the early Irish liturgy, namely that it 
had no Sanctorale^ but commemorated (virtually all) the Saints 
either in every Mass, as the Roman liturgy does to this day, 
however by more extensive lists enumerating representative 
saints than known elsewhere, giving particular prominence to, 
and listing as a separate group, native Saints, or by devotional 
rather than liturgical texts, such as the filiri or poems in honour 
of all the Saints, with enumeration of representatives in the 
calendaric order, which poems were specially designed for the 
laity or clerics ignorant of Latin. 

MT represents basically a supplement to the first method of 
commemorating the Saints. While the introduction of the 
conception of historical time, by the celebration of anniversaries, 
into the liturgy remained foreign to the Irish Church until the 
eleventh century, the list of saints commemorated in every 
Mass was supplemented by MT extra-liturgically for each day. 

The calendar lists commemorations liturgically made in a 
particular place, while the martyrology lists virtually aU com¬ 
memorations made anywhere. Therefore, the calendar is based 
on the diflFerence between feasts (on which basicaUy one com¬ 
memoration only is made) and non-feasts, while the martyrology 
has several entries for each day. This traditional distiction 
must be supplemented from the fimctional angle. We have 
on the one hand the liturgical calendar or the martyrology, 
that is, works looked up or read out day by day, and on the 
other hand works enumerating saints in the calendaric order 
meant to be read through on any day, as a devotion to virtually 
all the saints, parallel as it were to a Votive Mass of all the 
saints; the latter works are naturally presented in some form 
of Hterary unit. This latter type of literature seems to have 
originated in the old Irish Church, the only part of the Western 
Church where in the ninth and tenth centuries it could have 
a real function. In contrast to what in a sense different from 
that given to the term by Quentin may be termed as “historical 


^ Hennig, I. E. R. 76, 1951, 318—333, and above p. 106, note 2. 
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martyrologies”, namely the lists of anniversaries, the supple¬ 
mentation by private devotion of the daily liturgical references 
to all the Saints permitted to give the subject matter that 
internal unit which establishes a literary form. This internal 
unit given to the purely calendaric sequence of anniversaries 
in turning its annual summary into a comprehensive devotion 
to all the saints found its eminently suitable expression in a 
feature peculiar to Irish poetry, namely that the last lines of a 
poem return to the initial lines. 

That the versified martyrology is a literary unit was most 
clearly expressed by the prologue and epilogue of FO and — in 
striking parallelism, by similar parts of the Martyrologium 
Wandalbarti: Both works ring out in a hymn of all the 
saints. This shaping of the martyrology into a literary imit 
finally led to the parallelism, familiar from the later calendars 
and martyrologies, between the zodiacal signs and the saints^. 
In this development the idea underlying the narrative style, 
in the tradition of the mart 3 nrology first found in the Hierony- 
mianum, has been imderstood in a deeper sense than in the 
refinement of this style through Florus and Usuard. 

Fom the literary study of martyrologies and calendars we 
may further supplement the traditional heortological study by 
a more detailed examination of their style. With regard to both 
the Irish and the Latin metrical mart 3 n:ologie 8 , the predominance 
of stereotype has been deplored though somewhat excused by 
the exacting demands of the metres. In such statements the 
important function of stereotype in devotion—and these 
works are devotional—is overlooked. It is significant that the 
Latin versifications consist entirely of the date and name of 
the saint coupled by some verb, though in this coupling a 
brilliant variety in diction and symbolism is displayed. In the 
Irish fdiri on the other hand, the date element becomes quite 
unimportant while what Stokes described as the appellations 
of saints are prominent. In accordance with MH, MT frequently 
gives information of what FO calls the grad of the saints. The 


^ Hennig, Traditio 11, 1955, 65—90. 
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terms used for this purpose in the non-Irish sections of MT 
are abbas, apostolus, coenobieris (a variant of coenobivs not 
testified elsewhere), confessor, dicLconus (plus archi- and sub-), 
discipulus, episcopus, evangelista, heremita, martir, monachus, 
papcL, presbiier, prof eta and virgo, to which we may add: rex 
(on May 19th for Decius, where MH has: imperaior and on 
Aug. 19th for a Saxon king) and miles. Moreover, we have 
epithets summarily listing fellow-martyrs as alii, ceteri, multi, 
socii, viri, clervs, fratres, sorores etc. or giving their number 
(mostly in figures), and epithets relating to relationship (filia, 
mater, uxor), I suggest that we could do with an index of these 
epithets, parallel to the traditional indexes of names of Saints 
and places in MH and MT. 

In the Irish sections of MT the largest groups of epithets 
are patronymics and place names. The latter are added in the 
genetive case or with the prepositions i and 6 and do not relate 
to the place of cultus as in MH, but to the place with which 
the person was traditionally associated (apart from the mentions 
in the martyrologies place-names are frequently the only records 
we have of Irish “saints*’). These two groups of epithets tend 
to become surnames, especially in the case of namesakes, and 
so are the endearment forms prefixed by the possessive adjective 
mo or by decorative adjectives such as find or com (meaning 
“bright”). The third largest group is that describing rank, and 
here we have the most intense mixing of Irish and Latin forms. 
A few Latin terms such as os psalmorum (relating to the office 
of psalmist) and anchorita occur only in the Irish sections of 
MT; Irish descriptions of rank proper to MT are caillech (related 
to pallium) a distinctive term for a nun, while the Irish word 
6g related to female and male virgins, cile Di and comarb, aite 
or magister, scribnidh, senoir or senis, oscaeh or sapiens, fer- 
leiginn or doctor and three terms used for “a sage”. In an 
enlarged version of my contribution to the First Conference 
of Patristic Studies I have shown that these latter terms are 
of interest with regard to the study of the place and conception 
of the Fathers in early Irish liturgy^. Through MT we hear 
^ Above p. 106, note 4. 
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of other monastic offices such as hosiiarius^ the leech and the 
cook. 

Many Irish saints were known by the epithets ailitherlpere- 
grinus or loborjinfirmuSy while a leper was more specifically 
known as lainnech (“scaly”). Crochiha (“crucified”), a term 
also used for martyrdom, probably related to epilepsy; on 
March 11 an Irish word, probably to be rendered by “much 
tortured” is explained by a later margin note reading qui 
fuit in cruciatibus diuturnia. Other “appellations” relating to 
physical conditions are “blind”, “squint-eyed”, “dumb” (rela¬ 
ting to voluntary dumbness), “fiat-faced” or “round-faced”. 
Physical stature is frequently referred to by the adjectives 
beg and mor (magnua however is an epithet of honour) and the 
colour of hair by the words fair, black and red. 

In each group of these appeUations we can study various 
stages of their becoming regular surnames. What is of impor¬ 
tance to the tradition of the martyrology is the natiiralist 
element introduced by these surnames, in paraUel to the asso¬ 
ciation between the calendar of the saints and the calendar of 
nature, in Ireland represented by F^lire Adamn&in and the 
poem The birds of the world in the Book of Leinster, 
which have been studied as conterparts to the Anglo-Saxon 
Menologium^ 

In FO the appellations, even those relating to ecclesiastical 
rank are in Irish, and it is obvious that in its terminology and 
style the Irish contribution to the tradition ofMH is infiuenced 
by the fact that it was extra-liturgical and intended for the 
laity or minor clergy. 

There is no evidence of direct infiuence of those Irish works 
outside Ireland. In the literary field there is no parallel to MT. 
The derivation of the Martyrologium Poeticum from the 
Irish f^iri in general, of the Anglo-Saxon Menologium fix>m 
the nature-/^iri or of Martyrologium Wandalberti from 
FO^ in particular is based on circumstantial evidence. Apart 
from the structural parallelism between the latter two works, 

^ Hennig, Mediaeval Studies 14, 1962, 98—106. 

* Ibid., 17, 1966, 219—226. 
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the most important fact in this field is the distinctive influence 
of Ireland, indeed of FO, in the enlargement of the Martyro- 
logium Poeticum into martyrologium breviatum (with 
one entry for each day) in Brit. Mus. Galba A XVIII and Tib. 
B V. However, to return to the heortological field, the study 
of the place of Irish saints in the Irish ramifications of MH and 
in the tradition of MH outside Ireland is of interest with regard 
to the various ways in which names of saints were introduced 
into the martyrologies and calendars. What were the motive 
and the sources of an obviously scholastic compilation such 
as MT? Apart from S. Patrick and S. Brigid, whose names 
were introduced into MH at different times and from different 
sources, St. Canice was the earliest Irish saint appearing in the 
tradition of MH, and in his case we can clearly establish the 
influence of personal devotion of a Kalkenny-man residing in 
Switzerland in the tenth century^. It was not before the twelfth 
century that Irish saints were systematically introduced into 
the martyrologies outside Ireland, but almost entirely indepen¬ 
dent as it was of Irish martyrologies, this process is a chapter 
in Continental rather than in Irish hagiology. 

^ Hennig, Zeitschr. fur Schweizerische Kirchengeschichte 48, 1954,. 
17—29. 
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Critique interne et sermons de saint Augustin 

C. Lambot O. S. B., Abbaye de Maredsous 

Les sermons attribu^s k saint Augustin ofifrent k la critique 
interne une matifere de choix. Quantity de sermons, en eflFet, de 
toute provenance et de tout age, sont venus, au cours des sifecles, 
s’abriter dans les manuscrits sous le couvert du nom de saint 
Augustin, et entourer les sermons authentiques d’un voisinage 
compromettant. Ces demiers eux-m^mes — les sermons authen¬ 
tiques — ne sont munis qu’en nombre restreint de la garantie 
exteme, que constitue une notice du Catalogue de Possidius, anai 
de r^veque d’Hippone, ou un titre circonstanci6 indiquant le 
lieu et la date. Le plus souvent, c’est done k I’aide de la seule 
critique interne que la discrimination a dii s’op^rer parmi les 
pifeces imprim^es. Mais tant de sermons in^dits se pr^sentent 
encore sous le nom de saint Augustin, qu’4 tout bout de champ 
on a Toccasion de se demander si leur pretention est fondde. 

Une fois etablie Tauthenticite, une nouvelle tache s’impose 
k la critique interne: la restauration d’un texte aussi proche que 
possible de roriginal. De ce point de vue, les conditions dans 
lesquelles les sermons authentiques se sont propag^s et transmis 
jusqu’ k nous, leurs caractferes litteraires, la langue meme dont 
usait saint Augustin lorsqu’il parlait au peuple, rendent plus 
n6cessaire que pour d’autres oeuvres Tintervention continuelle 
d’une critique extremement prudente et circonspecte. 

Toutefois, pour ne pas d^passer le temps accord^, la pr^sente 
conference se limitera k la critique interne d’attribution ou 
d’authenticite. 

Supercherie, meprise, accident, TAntiquite dej4 a connu ces 
trois facteurs d’attribution trompeuse ou erron6e. La supercherie, 
notamment, se donna libre cours, surtout comme instrument de 
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propagande philosophique ou religieuse. Les lecteurs 4taient 
presque fatalement dupes, car ils n’^taient pas pr4par6s k se tenir 
en garde. Du reste, il n’existait pas encore de m^thode efficace 
pour d^pister les pseud6pigraphes, les „critiques“ appliquant sur- 
tout leur ing4niosit4 k 4monder les textes, k rendre k leur puret4 
primitive les oeuvres des grands auteurs, principalement les 
pofetes, dont Tauthenticit^ 4tait incontest4e, sinon incontestable. 

On sait que la litt^rature religieuse, sp4cialement la litt^rature 
chr^tienne, 4chappa moins encore que la profane au fl6au de la 
pseud^pigraphie. Que Ton pense aux fivangiles apocryphes, 
aux Faux appollinaristes, aux Fausses D^cr^tales. 

Le nom d’Augustin ne fut pas des moindres i etre exploits, et 
cela presque de son vivant. Ainsi, pour des trait^s th4ologiques 
ou des oeuvres de controverse, comme V Hypomnesticony V Ad- 
versus Fulgentiwn Donatisianiy le De Fide ad Petrum. Mais c’est 
de sermons principalement qu’il fut gratifie, et il n’estpasd’ 
4poque ni de pays qui n’ait contribu4 k TafiFubler de la sorte. 
C’est sous le signe de saint Augustin, que bon nombre de sermons 
composes en Afrique durant Toccupation vandale cherchferent 
refuge en Italie, ou nous les rencontrons encore aujourd’hui, 
eparpilles dans des homiliaires liturgiques. En Gaule, le bon 
C4saire d’Arles, sans T ombre de malice, par TefiFet plutot d’une 
modestie indiscrete, appliquait hardiment le nom d’Augustin 
k ses propres sermons, pour peu qu’Us eussent 6t4 r6dig6s sous 
rinfluence ou dans le souvenir du maitre incomparable. En 
plein moyen age on usurpera encore et toujours le nom d’Au¬ 
gustin pour accr^diter des productions aussi mediocres que, par 
example, la s4rie des Sermones ad fratres in eremo. 

Moins encore que I’antiquit^, le moyen age 6tait capable de 
distinguer le vrai du faux. La presque totality des lecteurs ne se 
doutait meme pas qu’un sermon muni du nom de saint Augustin 
put lui etre totalement Stranger. Un Florus de Lyon est une 
exception. Je ne vois pas qu’il ait ins6r6 dans son Floril^ge 
augustinien sur les Epitres de saint Paul un seul extrait qui ne 
fut authentique, et pourtant il puisait dans des sources qui 
n’^taient pas toutes sans melange. Mais Florus, non seulement 
6tait familiarise avec les ecrits d’Augustin et tres sensible It son 
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g4nie litt4raire, mais de plus, k la difference de la plupart de 
ses contemporains, il possddait un sens critique aigu, dont il 
donna une preuve dtonnante pour rdpoque, en rejetant comme 
inauthentique VHypomnesticon pour des raisons d’ordre interne, 
en particulier k cause du style. La le 9 on de Floras ne fut pas 
entendue. Autour de lui et dans la suite, on continua k tenir 
pratiquement pour augustinien tout sermon intitule Sermo 
S.Augustini, NuUe critique, nuUe defiance meme. C’est dans 
pareil etat d’esprit que fut edifie, au XIV« s., le Collectorium 
de Robert de Bardi, vaste compilation en cinq livres, oil les 
sermons supposes occupent la plus grande place. Les tout premiers 
editeurs se montrferent aussi accueillants. Tel Amerbach (1494— 
1496), pour la premiere edition baloise des Opera omnia. Elle 
reproduisait telles quelles les collections anciennes les plus 
courantes dans les manuscrits, Quinquaginta Homiliae, De Verbis 
Domini et Apostoli, non exemptes de pieces apocryphes. Elle 
presentait en outre une serie liturgique, De tempore et De sanctis^ 
pour lesquelles le pourvoyeur d’Amerbach, Taugustin Dodo, 
avait puise k pleines mains, sans le moindre discemement, dans 
tout ce qu’il avait rencontre d’homiliaires. 

Peu aprfes, Erasme (1628—29), qui du point de vue litteraire 
tenait en mediocre estime Toeuvre d’Augustin, et qui etait 
presse par le temps dans une entreprise commencee sans entrain, 
Erasme done ne semble pas s’etre interesse beaucoup au volume 
des Sermons, le X®, et ce n'est gufere que sur quelques sermons 
egares parmi les traites, qu’il exer 9 a sa critique, et de mani^re 
plutot arbitraire. 

C’est aux Pays-Bas qu’apparait pour la premifere fois un 
censeur d6}k exerce, le chanoine regulier Jean Vlimmer. H avait 
re 9 u de son oncle, Martin Lipse, un beau lot de nouveaux ser¬ 
mons de saint Augustin, qu’il avait encore grossi de ses propres 
d^couvertes. Nous connaissons les collections oil Tun et I’autre 
avaient puis4: k part Tune d’elles, qui se rattache k une tradition 
excellente, elles 4taient assez m41ang4es. Or, il apparait, k son 
volume de sermons in4dits public en 1664, que Vlimmer avait 
us6 de saine critique. Il disposait, k vrai dire, d’un pr^cieux 
instrument de controle, qu’il avait lui-meme d4couvert, k savoir 
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VIndicvlum des Oeuvres conserv^es dans la Biblioth^que 
d’Hippone, sorte de catalogue dress4 par Possidius au lendemain 
de la mort de saint Augustin. Or les tractatus ou sermons y 
4taient largement mentionn^s. Vlimmer poss4dait done un 
critere exteme absolument stir, qui lui permettait de se faire une 
id6e exacte de ce qu’est un sermon authentique. II 4tait ainsi 
pr^pard k aborder des sermons qui ne pouvaient se r^clamer du 
t^moignage formel de Possidius, mais dont certains oflfraient, 
uniquement discemables par la critique interne, des caract^res 
indubitables d’authenticity. Or, e’est justement k Vlimmer 
que fut confiye la pryparation du volume des sermons pour la 
grande ddition des Docteurs de Louvain. L’yditeur s’acquitta 
trfe honorablement de sa tache, aidy d’ailleurs des notes critiques 
laissyes par son oncle. II retrancha hardiment tons les sermons 
qui lui paraissaient indubitablement apocryphes, et les reiygua 
dans un Appendice, heureuse disposition que les yditeurs sub- 
fi^quents, en particulier les Mauristes, devaient adopter. La courte 
Censura generalis placye en tete du volume, myrite d’etre citye: 

... Qui eerie deprehensi sunt non esse sancti Doctoris in Ajypen- 
dicem hujus tomi sunt rejecti, Reliquos, aut non satis discussos, 
aut ex indicio quorundam eruditorum dvbiae authoritatis^ inter 
B, Auefustini sermones reliquimus, non tamen addito ejus nomine, 
Neque enim voluimus nimio rigore in Ap'pendicem rejicere^ 
quicquid nobis videretur beati Augustini non esse, cum et alii 
sensum suum habeant. 

Cette dydaration fait honneur k la probity de Pyditeur, mais 
elle ddnote aussi une certaine timidity. De fait, assez souvent, 
Vlimmer tient pour douteux des sermons que les Mauristes 
n’hysiteront pas k restituer k saint Augustin. 

n convient de nommer maintenant deux critiques, aujourd’hui 
totalement oubliys — il est vrai que les exemplaires de leurs 
ouvrages sont devenus extremement rares — Simon Verlin et 
Bernard Vindinghi, que les Mauristes qualifieront de censores 
omnium sagacissimi. Encore que leurs jugements soient parfois 
defectueux, les „censures“ de Verlin et de Vindinghi, publiyesre- 
spectivement en 1618 et 1622, contribuferent beaucoup au progr^s 
de la critique interne appliqude aux sermons de saint Augustin. 
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II 4tait r6serv6 aux Mauristes (1683) d’exercer avec une par- 
faite maitrise la critique d’attribution. Sur le r61e de celle-ci, 
ils se sont expliqu^s dans la Preface du cinqui^me tome des 
Opera omnia. Aprfes avoir constate que, parmi les sermons plus 
que parmi les autres oeuvres, rdgnait encore la veri falsique 
confvsiOf ils 4numferent les entires auxquels ils ont eu recoups: 
style, citations bibliques, doctrine, circonstances de lieu, de 
temps, etc. L’argument tir6 du style n’est pas loin de leur 
paraitre ddcisif k lui seul: 

Primum omnium, 4crivent-ils, atili, quo tantum auctores iriter 
86, quantum homines vultu differunt, rationem habuimus,.. 
Verumtamen, si nomine stili nihil aliud intelligaiur quam dictio, 
fatendum est ilium non semper unum atque aequalem existere in 
operibus Augustini, sed maxime in sermonibus, quos tanta rerum 
ac locorum diversitate per quadra^inta annos habuit.. .Id cum 
critici quidam non satis advertissent — les Mauristes pensaient 
surtout k Erasme — sermones primis Augustini annis... compo- 
silos sancto Doctori abjudicarunt. Ad hujusmodi ergo centrum 
recte obeundam, praeterquam quod stilus operis dubii ad singula 
indubitata opera exigendus est, nequaquam vis ilia sive spiritus 
quo stilus quasi animatur, posthaberi debet. TJbique enim agnoscitur 
Augtistimis proprio quodam eloquentiae gravis ac seriae genere, 
quod sibi lectorum animos subjicit, non lepore comptae atque 
affectaiae elocutionis, sed efficacia quadam judicii, prudentiae, 
pietatis, honestatis, modestiae, comitatis aliarumque virtutum, 
quae passim in ejus oratione adeo fulgent atque emicant, ut ipsitis 
stilum nemo imitatione assequatur. Hie est praecipue Lydius 
lapis, quo sermones vere augustiniani probantur. 

A la lumiere de ces principes, et familiarises comme ils T 
etaient avec I’ceuvre d’Augustin, les Mauristes surent eflfec- 
tivement op^rer dans la masse dnorme des sermons une sure 
discrimination entre sermons certainement authentiques, ser¬ 
mons certainement inauthentiques et sermons douteux, ces 
demiers en petit nombre. Aussi les editeurs etaient-ils en droit de 
declarer: 

Confidimus factum, ut nec ullum inter falsos aperte verum, 
nec ullum inter veros aperte falsum retulerimus. 
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Cette ferme assurance n’^tait pas preemption. 

La le 9 on et V exemple des Mauristes ne furent malheureusement 
pas suivis par tous ceux qui publi^rent de nouveaux sermons, 
pre de 600, dont 150 environ sent k retenir comme authentiques. 
La presque totality de I’^norme d^chet est imputable surtout 
k Caillau (1836—1839) et au Cardinal Mai (1862), qui avaient 
explore les bibliothfeques de Rome, de Florence et du Mont- 
Cassin. On pent mesurer le recul quand on voit Caillau placer 
en tete des entires d’authenticity T attribution k saint Augustin 
dans un manuscrit ancien. Et k T^poque, il se trouva des gens 
pour lui reprocher un exefes de s^vyrity! Avec Mai la chute fut 
encore plus profonde. S’il lui arriva, exceptionnellement favo- 
risy par sa quality de Pryfet de la Vaticane, de publier vingt- 
sept sermons authentiques, ce fut uniquement par chance: 
encore compromit-il leur autority en y associant ime foule 
d’apocryphes de la pire espyce. 

Pour clore cette revue historique, il est juste de rendre hom- 
mage k la mymoire de Dom Germain Morin. Son sens de la 
critique interne tenait du gynie. Que d’oeuvres n’a-t-U pas 
restituyes k leur vyritables auteurs uniquement par ime sorte de 
faculty divinatrice! En ce qui regarde les Sermons de saint 
Augustin, non seulement il en dycouvrit une cinquantaine, 
mais dans la masse de ceux qui, depuis le XVIII® sifecle, avaient 
yty mis inconsidyryment en circulation, il opyra un triage, ou la 
perspicacity de son jugement est trfes rarement prise en dyfaut. 

Aujourd’hui encore, on rencontre dans les manuscrits, sous 
le nom de saint Augustin, quantity de sermons inydits. D’avance, 
on peut s’attendre k ce que Tattribution soit fausse. Nyanmoins, 
chaque cas doit Stre examiny en particulier. Non pas qu’il faille 
s’adonner k une expertise minutieuse. Le plus souvent, il suflFit 
d’un rapide coup d’oed, surtout si le manuscrit est tardif ou le 
contexte quelconque. Parfois, le sujet traity, k lui seul, est 
eliminatoire. Il en va autrement si le titre, au lieu de consister 
en un banal SermoS. Augustini^ est amplifiy d’lme manifere qui 
rappelle la tenem des collections antiques, par exemple De 
responsorio psalmi, de lectione ou de capitulo evangelii, Il n’est 
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meme pas n6cessaire que saint Augustin soit nomm4, pour 
qu’ un titre de cette sorte doive retenir T attentioii. Mais memo en 
r absence de tout titre special, ceUe-ci peut etre attir^ par cer- 
taines particularit^s extemes. 

Qu’U me soit permis de faire ^tat d’experiences personnelles. 
Feuilletant un catalogue des manuscrits de I’Universite de 
Madrid, je fus surpris de la presence, inattendue en cette biblio- 
thdque, d’un manuscrit d’^criture beneventaine, du X® sifecle, et 
provenant du Mont-Cassin. (Ms. 194). C’est un homiliaire litur- 
gique comportant plusieurs sermons anonymes, ou meme d6- 
pourvus de tout titre, pour lesquels von Hartel, auteur du Cata¬ 
logue, ne donnait aucune reference k un imprime. L’origine 
cassinienne de T homiliaire etait dej4 une cause d’int^ret, car bon 
nombre de sermons authentiques publics apres les Mauristes 
proviennent de Tabbaye campanienne ou de la region de Naples. 
Cependant mon attention fut fix4e par ce titre; Sermo hahiius 
Tuneba de 'patientia et de lectione evangelii de villico. Ce seul 
libell4, avec T indication d’une locality au nom bien africain, 
suffit k me convaincre, avant meme que j’eusse sous les yeux le 
texte du sermon, que c’^tait Ik une hom^lie de saint Augustin. 
Je revins alors k toutes les pieces anonymes, dont Vincipit 
rappelait la maniere de saint Augustin. R4sultat: sept nouveaux 
sermons 4taient retrouves d’un seul coup. 

On voit par cet exemple que la critique interne peut d6ji jouer 
le role de guide dans Theuristique des sermons de S. Augustin. 

Que si la chance ou une recherche m^thodique fait d^couvrir 
un sermon qui soit absolument authentique, il n’est pas besoin 
d’ etre grand clerc pour le reconnaitre tel. La marque augustinien- 
ne est sensible d6s I’exorde, toujours incisif, et TefiFet produit 
conjointement par la pensee et Tart oratoire du pr6dicateur ne 
peut que se confirmer et se renforcer au cours de la lecture. 
Quiconque a eu la satisfaction de d^couvrir un vrai sermon de 
saint Augustin pourrait en temoigner; la conviction se forme 
pour ainsi dire instantanement; I’examen ult^rieur ne sera plus 
qu’affaire de controle. Encore faut-U que cette premifere impres¬ 
sion soit absolument nette, au point que pour la soutenir on 
mettrait la main au feu. Car il arrive que tout en 4tant somme 
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toute favorable, elle laisse un sentiment plus ou moins m^lang^. 
Le premier soin sera de d^tecter la cause du malaise. Divers cas 
I)euvent en efFet se pr&enter: envisageons-en quelques-uns. 

En toutes ses parties, le sermon porte la marque augusti- 
nienne: iddes, arguments, proc4d6s oratoires, etc. Mais T ensem¬ 
ble est ^triqu6. Ce d^faut affecte surtout certains sermons pour 
des fetes liturgiques. Attendre alors qu’un nouveau manuscrit 
restitue un meilleur ^tat du texte. Exemple. Un manuscrit sur 
papier, du XV® siecle (Namur, Ville, ms. 23), pr6sente un sermon 
pour r Ascension franchement augustinien. II n’a pas I’apparence 
d’un extrait, mais manifestement il est mutil6. Ne pas se presser 
de le publier, le laisser reposer dans les cartons; encore quelques 
ann^es, et un manuscrit du XII® sifecle (Fulda, Landesbibl., 
ms. A. a. 14) viendra combler les lacunes. 

Une autre fois, nous avons afiFaire k un centon. Un ^chan- 
tillon nous est ofFert par le sermon 392, ad coniugaioa^ connu 
des Mauiistes sous la forme que lui a donn^e saint C^saire dans 
sa collection Quinquaginta homiliae. Les 4diteurs le relfeguent 
parmi les sermons douteux avec cette remarque prudente: 
Ex duobua saltern sernurnibus unus iste conflatus est, cujus partes 
dvbitare vix licet, quin omnes pertineant ad Avjgustinum, EfiFective- 
ment, une base manuscrite ^largie permet de detacher le premier 
paragraphe, simple exorde d’un sermon perdu; tout le reste 
forme k lui seul un sermon complet et indubitablement authen- 
tique. Un cas analogue est la pifece que d^parent des interpo¬ 
lations. Ainsi, le sermon 373, inier dvbios, pour I’Epiphanie et le 
sermon 379 pour la Nativity de saint Jean-Baptiste. De nou- 
veaux t4moins ont permis de les ^monder. Le remfede que pro- 
cureront les manuscrits n’est pas toujours sur Theure k port4e de 
la main, mais il faut savoir faire le diagnostic d’ un texte remani6. 
C’est encore afFaire de critique interne, et d’espfece trfes delicate. 

Poursuivons notre revue, sans oublier qu’il s’agit toujoiurs 
de sermons dont 1’authenticity parait, de prime abord, incer- 
taine, en d^pit de caractferes indubitablement augustiniens. 
La perplexity du critique peut provenir aussi de ce que lui-meme 
n’est pas suffisamment averti de certaines circonstances de la 
prydication de saint Augustin. Pareille ignorance ou myconnais- 
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sance a, plus d’une fois, embarrass^ et finalement fausse le 
jugement de certains censeurs, ainsi que les Mauristes en font la 
remarque k propos des vari^t4s de genre oratoire chez saint 
Augustin: 

Si nomine stili, observent-ils, nihil aliud inieUigcUur qyam 
dictio, fcUendum est ilium non semper unum atque aequalem 
existere in operibus Angustini] sed maxime in semumibiLS, quos 
tanta rerum oc locorum diversitate per quadragirUa annos hahuit. 
Inter hos^ alii ab eo per sacerdotium suum compositi priorum 
ipsius IttcubrcUionum colorem quemdam referunt, alii ab eodem 
maturiore jam ablate pronuntiati ad posieriora opera magis acce- 
dunt; nonnuUi accurate et cum meditaiione elucubrati sunt, non- 
nulli ex tempore fusi ...; proinde aliquos habemus, quales a notariis^ 
dum vetba faceret, excepti sunt, cum alii legantur aeque emendati 
ac integri atque opera proprii ancboris manu exarata solent esse ... 
Id cum critici quidam non satis advertissent, sermones primis 
Awgustini annis ,.. compositos sancto Doctori abiudicarxvnt. 

Une m^saventure de ce genre faillit m’arriver, k cause d’une 
opinion commune, mais erron^e, sur le culte des saints en Afrique 
k r^poque de saint Augustin. J’avais trouv6 dans un vieil 
homiliaire gallican (Orleans, ms. 60) deux sermons anonymes, 
dont tons les caractferes doctrinaux et stylistiques d^signaient 
saint Augustin comme auteur. Ces sermons avaient pronon- 
c4s, Tun et Tautre, le jour anniversaire d’un saint. Celui-ci 
n’^tait nomm4 ni dans le titre ni dans le corps du sermon. 
D’aprfes Texorde, il s’agissait, non d’un martyr, mais d’un iuMtis. 
Persuad6 comme tout le monde que 1’Afrique chr^tienne n’avait 
pas connu le culte des saints non martyrs, je supposai d’abord 
que les deux sermons 6taient ime adaptation faite en Gaule, 
pour une f§te de saint confesseur, d’un sermon de saint Augustin 
in natali martyr is, Cette hypothfese se r4v61a aussitot incon- 
sistante, car les sermons ne pr^sentaient aucun des thfemes 
d4velopp^s ordinairement par saint Augustin k 1’occasion d’un 
anniversaire de martyr. En outre, je ne d^celais dans la trame 
meme du discours aucune trace du proc4d6 factice qu’est une 
adaptation. Pas question non plus de pastiches. Dans ma per¬ 
plexity, malgry I’intime conviction que I’ytofiFe des sermons 
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4tait authentiquement et entiferement augustinienne, je n’osais 
done prendre la responsabilit^ del’attribution, et je me r^signais 
a les tenir simplement en reserve, quand je me rappelai 
que Pofisidius relfeve deux sermons, De deposition episcopi 
Restituti Carthaginiensis, De depositione Cyri episcopi Cartkagi- 
niensis. Sans y regarder de prfes, j’avais toujours compris ces 
notices comme s’il s’agissait d’41oges fimfebres prononc^s le 
jour meme des obsdques: telle ^tait d’ailleurs 1’interpretation 
courante. Mais voici: pas plus qu’i une fete de martyr, les deux 
sermons ne convenaient aux fun^railles d’un eveque. J’avais le 
sentiment d’etre engage dans une impasse. Et pourtant. Tissue 
etait toute proche. L’examen attentif des listes episcopales de 
Carthage devait bientot m’apprendre que Restitutus et Cyrus 
ne pouvaient avoir ete des contemporains de saint Augustin 
et que, d’autre part, ils avaient siege apres Tepoque des perse¬ 
cutions. Par consequent, le terme depositio, releve par Possidius, 
devait se comprendre, non du jour meme de Tenterrement, 
mais de Tanniversaire, et si celui-ci etait ceiebre, e’est parce que, 
sans etre martyr, le personnage avait laisse une reputation de 
saintete et qu’on Thonorait d’un culte special. Dfes lors rien ne 
s’opposait plus k ce que les deux sermons fussent tenus pour 
authentiques. Sans etre necessairement ceux-14 meme que 
mentionne Possidius, ils avaient ete prononces dans des circon- 
stances semblables. Quant au titre de iustus, de recentes decou- 
vertes archeologiques k Tipasa (Mauretanie) ont montre qu’il 
servait couramment, en Afrique, k designer des eveques dont la 
memoire etait entouree d’une veneration particulifere, ou Ton 
pent voir, du moins en germe, le culte des saints confesseurs. 
Si j’ai pris la liberte de developper largement cet exemple, 
e’est parce qu’il montre, de maniere fort curieuse, que les exi¬ 
gences de la critique interne, exactement definies, sont capables 
de provoquer de nouvelles precisions ou rectifications dans un 
domaine relevant de la critique exteme et de Thistoire. 

Envisageons main tenant une demiere eventualite: le sermon 
la manifere de saint Augustin**. Une etude serait k faire, qui 
ne manquerait pas d’etre fort instructive, sur Tinfluence litte- 
raire exercee par la predication de saint Augustin. Je ne parle 
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pas ici des cat^chistes consciencieux qui se seraient appliques k 
observer les rfegles de la predication populaire, si sagement for- 
muiees dans le De doctrina Christiana. Je i)enBe k ces admira- 
teurs qui, nourris des sermons de saint Augustin, ambitionnerent 
de rivaUser en eloquence avec reveque d’Hippone. II dut y en 
avoir un bon nombre. L’un d’eux nous est connu: disciple de 
saint Augustin, il portait un nom bien afncain, Qnodvultdeus, 
et devint eveque de Carthage. Grace k T intuition de Dom 
Morin, son oeuvre a pu fitre reconstituee, du moins en partie: 
les sermons y occupent une place importante. Quodvultdeus 
s’y revfele bon theologien et orateur disert. Tout penetre du 
souvenir de son maitre, il en adopta la maniere oratoire avec 
une aisance et un naturel parfaits. C’est saint Augustin que par 
moments on croirait entendre: aussi etait-U fatal que des copistes 
en vinssent k lui attribuer les homilies de son disciple. Ecoutez 
Texorde d’un trfes beau sermon sur la charity (Aug., app. 106): 

Desiderium caritatis vestrae a nobis exigit debitum sermonis 
officium. 8ed tanta sunt quae terreant et revocent animum nostrum 
ut si velimus parere desiderio vestro^ non sit sine pericvlo nostro _ 

Plus loin: 

Via tibi foetus est ipse Salvator: surge, ambula, habes quo, 
noli pigrescere. Sed forte qmeris. Quo? Vides enim viam, et quaeris 
quo dveat haec ipsa via. Ad veritatem et ad vitam ducit... Video, 
inquis, viam, et cupio arnbvlare, sed amara est, aspera est... 
Christus transivit, et adhuc aspera est? Caput transiit et membra 
dubitant? Sed Christus, inquis, deus et homo, ejgo autem homo. 
Tot millia martyrum transierunt, et adhuc tibi aspera est?... etc. 

Et en conclusion: 

... Haec, fratres dilectissimi, quae dono ipsius caritatis dicta 
sunt sanctitati vestrae, ita haereant cordibus et sensibus vestris, 
ut eadem ipsa caritas fructum in vobis inveniat operis, non folia 
laudis. 

Quodvultdeus s’inspirait done de saint Augustin, il prenait 
modfele sur lui, mais il ne visait pas k donner le change. Sans 
d^guiser, il manifeste par endroits une maniere plus personnelle 
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de penser et de s’exprimer. Ainsi, parlant de Noe dans ce meme 
sermon: 

Praedixit ei Dates quod iniquitate hominum crescente diluvio 
'perderet mundum. Statim ilia admonittis confugii ad lignum, at 
post camporum amoanorum faciam, angustiis sa radusit arcaa, 
tolerat caali framitum, frangorem nimborum\ at post ista omnia, 
qui solat gaudera solatio hominum, socius quodammodo afficitur 
serpantium at far arum,.. 

Ceci n’a pas la moindre r^sonnance augustinienne. 

Les sermons d’lm Quodvnltdeus sont une oeuvre de bonne foi. 
On ne saurait qualifier de meme certaines productions dlabor^s 
en chambre par des dcrivains d’une probity litt^raire douteuse. 
J’ai rencontr4 en deux homiliaires du XII® sifecle un sarmo Angu- 
stini da Allaluia affects au dimanche de la Septuag^sime, qui 
marque 1’abandon momentan^ de V Allaluia liturgique. Si on ne 
savait que cet usage, du moins sous la forme romaine, 4tait 
inconnu en Afrique, on se laisserait faedement duper dfes 
Texorde; 

Quoniam voluit dominus ut in dia quxi propter instantas dias 
Alleluia claudendum est solito fraquantius amvaniramus, dignum 
videtur ut da Alleluia caritati vastrae aliquid loquamur,,, 

Saint Augustin ne se serait gufere exprim6 autrement. Et 
la finale: 

ad patriam vitae parvaniamus illaesi, ad quam ducat nos 
Christus qui ast via, deducat ipsa idem qui ast varitas^ parducat at 
recipiat nos ipsa qui ast vita, ut in ao perpatuumcantamus Alleluia, 

Le sermon tout entier, d’ailleurs fort beau, mais compost 
au plus tot k I’dpoque carolingienne, n’est qu’un habile pastiche. 

Aprfes avoir esquiss^ I’histoire de la critique interne des 
sermons de saint Augustin, aprfes avoir mis cette critique en 
(Buvre dans des exemples concrets, il reste k en formuler les 
regies gen^rales sur un plan mdthodique. 

Les sermons qui bdndficient d’lm t^moignage exteme sont en 
nombre restreint. L’authenticity des autres repose imiquement 
but des arguments d’ordre interne. Est-on cependant autoris^, 
en saine critique, k conclure de ces arguments k autre chose 
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qu’une simple possibility ou probability? S’ilnes’agissaitpryci- 
syment de saint Augustin, peut-etre faudrait-il rypondre par la 
nygative. Mais la personnality du Docteur d’Hippone est tene¬ 
ment marquante, qu’on doit pouvoir se convaincre au seul 
examen interne si un sermon donny est ryellement son oeuvre. 
Cette mythode est exceptionnelle sans doute, mais qu*importe 
si r exception est pleinement justifiye. Elle a d’ailleurs yty sanc- 
tionnye par 1’usage qu’en ont fait d’yminents yrudits, tant 
anciens que modemes. Les Mauristes entre autres, que Ton 
sait avoir yty si exigeants en fait de preuves, n’ont pas hysite 
k admettre dans leur ydition quantity de sermons dypourvus de 
toute garantie exteme, mais en faveur desquels existe un fais- 
ceau d’arguments internes, k savoir: le style, le texte biblique, 
I’exygese et la doctrine thyologique. 

1. Quiconque est familiarisy avec les sermons de saint Au¬ 
gustin per 9 oit vite le sincere accent de son yioquence, element 
impalpable que les Mauristes dyfinissaient: Vis ilia site spiri- 
tns quo stilus quasi animatur. Toutefois, comme la critique mo- 
deme se myfie d’une telle appryciation qu’elle estime facilement 
subjective, force nous est, pour asseoir im jugement controlable 
d’exposer aussi les aspects tangibles du style, c’est-i-dire, les 
procydys de rhetorique et la latinity. 

Les sermons de saint Augustin se distinguent essentiellement 
par le mouvement et la vivacity: le tour en est rapide; les phrases 
ordinairement coiu*tes se prycipitent avec entrain; le ton familier 
et primesautier fait souvent du sermon un coUoque entre le 
prydicateur et Tauditoire. 

C’est que saint Augustin met en oeuvre les figures classiques 
avec une exubyrance, une variyty, une souplesse, que nulle part 
ailleurs on ne rencontre aussi intimement ryunies. 

L’ycueil est yvidemment Texcds de facility, et saint Augustin 
ryvite d’autant moins facilement qu’il improvise, se soucie 
peu de perfection esthytique, et songe d’abord a satisfaire ses 
auditeurs, lesquels, en bons africains, n’avaient pas un gout bien 
marquy pour la sobriyty et la mesure. 

De meme, Tordonnance du discours n’est chez lui rien moins 
que ryguliyre. Sans perdre de vue son idye foncifere, volontiers 
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saint Augustin se laisse aller & T inspiration du moment. De Ik, 
digressions sur digressions et disproportion des diverses parties. 

Au meme titre que les qualit^s de vie, de vigueur et d’^clat, 
ces negligences de grand seigneur sont comme le signalement 
oblige d’un vrai sermon de saint Augustin. Les plus habiles de 
ses imitateurs, ceux dont les productions pourraient donner le 
change k un lecteur superficiel, ont la veine moins riche, mais 
aussi plus de preoccupations litteraires. Us empruntent k leur 
module quelques-uns de ses precedes, mais ils cherchent k en 
tirer tout TefiFet possible. Ils veillent k ce que leurs developpe- 
ments se deroulent avec symetrie. Bref, leurs sermons sont les 
fruits du talent et de Tapplication, et non pas du genie d’lm 
saint Augustin. Ils presentent d’ailleurs, eux aussi, certains 
defauts, dont Teveque d’Hippone est indemne. 

La langue fait corps avec le style. Dans ses livres et ses epitres, 
saint Augustin ecrit un latin de lettre. Pour sa predication, 
il adopte plutdt la langue pariee, sans jamais tomber cependant 
dans la vulgarite. On estimera done suspect tout sermon qui 
marquerait soit un souci exagere de correction, soit un dedain 
absolu des regies, et oil se rencontrent des mots et des construc¬ 
tions grammaticales inconnues aux sermons authentiques. Si au 
contraire, e’est de part et d’autre meme vocabulaire, meme 
morphologie, meme syntaxe, 1’argument de style en sera renforc^. 

2. Les citations bibliques foumissent un second critere. 
Par 1^ nous entendons non seulement le choix de sentences 
scripturaires autour d’un thfeme donn^, mais encore et surtout 
la teneur verbale de ces textes. Saint Augustin se servait tantot 
de versions africaines, celles notamment qui 4taient en usage 
dans la liturgie, tant6t des versions qu’il avait lui-meme revis^es 
sur le grec, tantot du texte ^tabli par saint J6r6me, mais ce 
dernier uniquement pour les 4vangiles, et en se r^servant le 
droit de le retoucher. En consequence, on ecartera comme 
etranger k 1’oeuvre de saint Augustin un sermon ou la Bible 
serait uniformement cit^e d’aprfes la Vulgate. 

Les citations scripturaires jouissent done, k titre de critere 
n^gatif, d’une efficacite immediate. Que si elles sont conformes 
dans r ensemble aux textes de saint Augustin, T argument 
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n’atteint pa43, je pense, k la valeur d’une preuve formelle d’au¬ 
thenticity, pour cette raison, que les versions famili^res k saint 
Augustin, rytaient aussi, dans une certaine mesure, k ses colld- 
gues africains. Nous savons que meme les textes bibliques 
revisys par lui furent adoptys par ses amis. C’est poiuquoi, en 
tant que crityre positif, les citations scripturaires ne prendront 
force de preuve que conjointement avec les idyes, le style, etc. 

3. Nous arrivons ainsi au troisifeme yiyment d’appryciation, 
I’exygyse biblique et la doctrine en matifere tant de morale que 
de dogme. L’identity de pensye, la similitude d’expression avec 
les oeuvres authentiques constituent une preuve solide de prove¬ 
nance augustinienne, surtout lorsqu’i travers cette conformity 
se font jour des nuances subtiles, impossibles k imiter. N’oublions 
pas combien la pensye de saint Augustin est complexe meme 
sous les formules apparemment les plus simples. Cela est vrai 
de chaque thyme pris syparyment, mais combien de thymes ne 
s’enchevdtrent pas dans un seul sermon ? Un imitateur ne saurait 
donner la meme impression de density. Du reste, plus encore pour 
les idyes que pour le style, il ne parvient jamais k dissimuler 
parfaitement sa propre personnality: forte ou mydiocre, elle 
perce par quelque coty. 

4. II arrive enfin qu’un sermon implique ou mentionne cer- 
taines circonstances qui ne se sont produites que dans la vie de 
saint Augustin: la preuve d’authenticity qu’elles foiumissent 
vaut naturellement T argument exteme le mieux ytabli. Mais le 
cas est exceptionnel. D’ordinaire, certains traits — ainsi les 
usages liturgiques — yvoquent simplement I’Afrique, Tyglise 
d’ Hippone. Encore faut-il les relever avec soin, car ils diminuent 
dans de fortes proportions les risques d’attribution erronye. 

Rysumons. Les moyens de dymasquer les sermons imitys de 
saint Augustin ne manquent pas. H suffit parfois de leur appli- 
quer un seul crityre interne pour faire apparaitre la fraude, qui se 
laisse surprendre k la gaucherie, k T affectation, voire k certaines 
quahtys du style, k la teneur des citations bibhques, k la tynuity 
de la trame, enfin, parfois, k des donnyes historiques incompa- 
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tibles avec ce que nous savons de saint Augustin et de FAfrique 
de son temps. 

Les sermons attestes par un t4moignage contemporain sont 
peu nombreux. Minority encore ceux dont V authenticity s’ appuye 
sur une collection antique. La plupart portent uniquement en 
eux-memes les marques de leur origine. Chacune de ses marques 
ne saurait prdtendre fonder k eUe seule la ddmonstration. Mais 
rendues solidaires les unes des autres, elles constituent une preuve 
d’authenticity pleinement convainquante, en raison de la per- 
sonnality unique de saint Augustin, qui n’a pu manquer d’im- 
primer son caractyre inimitable sur tout ce qui ymanait d’elle. 
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The Epistle of Cummian, De Controversia Paschali 

J. E. L. OxjLTON, Dublin 

This Epistle was written c. 632 A. D. by Cummian, presumab¬ 
ly the Abbot of Durrow in Southern Ireland, one of the chief 
foundations of Columba in Ireland, to Segienus, or Segene, 
fourth successor of Columba in the monastery of Iona, of which 
he was Abbot from 623—652. Its origin and destination arc 
significant, since the Columban tradition was stubbornly tena¬ 
cious of the Celtic method of determining the date of Easter, 
and this Epistle is concerned with the circumstances under 
which the Celtic system began to be abandoned. 

A paper on the Epistle is perhaps timely, since next j’ear 
we celebrate in Trinity College, Dublin, the tercentenary of the 
death of Archishop James Ussher, and it is to Ussher that we 
owe the discovery and first editing of the manuscript which 
contains it. The Archbishop, in addition to his massive learning, 
possessed a remarkable flair for collecting interesting documents. 
He discovered this one among the MSS. of Sir Robert Cotton, 
and published it in 1632 in his Veterum EpistolarumHibernicarum 
Sylloge, where it appears as no. XI in this collection. 

In the Library of Trinity College, Dublin, there is a copy of the 
Sylloge, which is classed among the MSS inasmuch as it con¬ 
tains a number of additional notes in Ussher’s hand, written in 
his copy, it would seem, with a view to issuing subsequently a 
revised edition of a work which bears traces of having been 
somewhat hastily executed. This intention, if we may suppose 
it to have existed, was never carried out. As regards the Epistle of 
Cummian, these MS notes consist of a few emendations of the 
text, which subsequent reflection had suggested to Ussher as 
desirable. Ussher also accepted two emendations suggested by a 
contemporary, continental, scholar Aegidius Bucherius. And 
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the copy of the Sylloge referred to also contains a few emendations 
of Cummian signed ‘‘Kilmore”, which are stated in Elrington 
and Todd’s edition of Ussher to be the work of Bishop Bedell. 

The MS used by Ussher is the only MS of the Epistle of Cum¬ 
mian that is known to exist. It does not appear to have been 
critically examined since his day. Migne^ avowedly prints 
Usshers’s text of 1632; and from this fact we may infer that 
the edition printed in Paris in 1665 (of which Migne makes a 
bare mention) contained nothing of fresh critical value. Indeed, 
as recently as 1929, J. F. Kenney stated, in his Sources for the 
early History of Ireland^ I. 220, that the MS is “now lost”. 
But the MS is not lost, although it might easily have been: 
for the Cottonian Collection, to which it belongs, suffered grave 
damage on 23rd October, 1731, when fire broke out in Little 
Dean’s Yard, Westminster, where the Collection was then 
lodged, and reduced the number of volumes from 968 to 861. 
Our Epistle, though fortunately not destroyed, did not emerge 
from the disaster unscathed. The top and the bottom of the 
leaves, and occasionaUy the sides also, have been mutilated; 
with the result that for the text of a few lines on each page 
Ussher’s transcription is now our sole authority. An Act of 
1753 directed that the Cottonian Library was to be deposited in 
the British Museum, where our MS. now lies. We may give it 
the symbol A. 

A was written, probably, in the twelfth century, and with the 
exception of the portions mentioned above, is in a good state of 
preservation and for the most part clearly legible. It is bound in 
a volume of MSS which form a certain unity by reason of their 
general connection with the subject of astronomical calculation 
and other kindred matters; but the hand that wrote the Epistle 
of Cummian ap{)ears in one other MS only, the Epistle of Bede 
ad Plegunnurriy which follows it immediately. Kenney states^ 
that “the text is evidently much corrupted”. This is an exag¬ 
geration. Apart fix)m a horrible pit of corruption, which occurs 
at the end of the letter and is concerned with a few lines only, 

1 PL LXXXVn, 969. 

* ib. 
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the text appears to have suffered in its transmission only from 
errors of an ordinary and common type. 

The circumstances under which the Epistle was written seem 
to have been something like this. In the third decade of the 
seventh century certain individuals (or communities) in Celtic 
circles had begun to conform to Roman usage in regard to the 
date of Easter, probably under persuasion fix)m Canterbury 
and later on from Rome. When Cummian became aware of 
this, he tells us that before taking any action he spent a whole 
year in studying the question, examining Scripture, Fathers 
and Coimcils, and finally paschal cycles. 

My detailed study of the Epistle has convinced me that 
Cummian was a laborious and sincere student, who in fact 
faithfully carried out the examination he claims to have made. 
The Epistle is a perfect mine of scriptural and patristic quotations 
and references. Ussher noted the exact source of a few of these. 
I believe that I have tracked them all down, or nearly all. The 
result is to manifest the very wide range of Cummian’s learning. 
Since his researches were limited to a particular subject, and 
that of a restricted character, it is evident that his library, or 
the library of the monastery, was well furnished indeed, especi¬ 
ally when we take into account the geographical isolation of 
Ireland, of which Cummian was fully conscious. If it could 
not equal the library testified to by Cassiodorus in the middle 
years of the previous century as existing at Vivarium, it was, 
in the circumstances, a very creditable achievement to have 
gathered together so many books of importance. The wideness of 
Cummian’8 range will be evident when we state that the refe¬ 
rences noted in the text of the Epistle indicate a borrowing 
from Cyprian, Origen, pseudo-Anatolius, the Liber Qvaestionum 
Veteris et Novi Testarnenti, Jerome, Augustine, Leo the Great, 
Cyril of Alexandria, Gregory the Great and Dionysius Exiguus. 
The identification of these references makes it plain that 
Cummian was a sincere and genuine student; and this is a 
not unimportant conclusion, especially in view of the aspersions 
that have been cast upon him by B. MacCarthy, who in 
the Annals of Ulster, IV, pp. CXXXVIff., describes some of 
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the patristic quotations as “otherwise not known” and “fabri¬ 
cated”. 

The true text of several passages in Cummian can be recovered 
by reference to their patristic source; and in a few instances 
Ussher’s emendations have been confirmed. On the other hand, 
this MS of Cummian probabl}' preserves the true reading in a 
passage^ of St. Jerome which has been otherwise lost. 

But in spite of the learning of Cummian, I have found no 
indication, but rather the contrarj’, that he had a knowledge of 
Greek, although it is commonly believed that Greek learning 
lingered on in Ireland at a time when it was practically extin¬ 
guished on the Continent. 

In the seventh century the Paschal Controversy burned 
fiercely. To us who look back on it, it is hard to understand how 
the points of difference between the Celts and the rest of the 
world could be the matter of so much heat. The Celts placed the 
vernal equinox on March 25, the Romans, following the Alexan¬ 
drians, on March 21. The limits between which Easter must 
fall were for the Celts March 25 — April 21; for the Romans, 
as to-day, March 22 — April 25. Not so long ago, in 1943, Easter 
Day fell on April 25, to the great inconvenience of the academic 
Kalendar, and I for one could not help wishing on this occasion 
that the Celts had preserved their independance. There were 
also differences in the use of cycles for determining on what 
date the 14th day of the Paschal moon would fall. And perhaps 
the most controversial point of all was in connection with this 
14th day. If it happened to be a Sunday, the Celts would ob¬ 
serve Easter on it, while the rest of Christendom waited, as 
they do now, for the following Sunday. Supporters of Catholic 
usage seized on this point, and asserted that the Celts were 
guilty of the Quarto-deciman heresy. This was of course quite 
untrue. The Quarto-decimans, whose practice was forbidden by 
the Council of Nicaea, always celebrated Easter on the four¬ 
teenth day of the month Nisan, whether it were Sunday or not; 
the Celts never celebrated Easter on any day but Sunday. 


^ Ep. XVI. 2; A commorantium for manentium. 
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But truth seldom shines clearly in such controversies. And, as 
Charles Plummer observed, “the name ‘quarto-deciman’ was 
always a handy stick with which to beat the Celtic dog”^. In 
general, also, disagreement was intensified, and made more 
fundamental, by each side appealing to apostolic authority in 
support of its position—a kind of appeal which is not confined 
to theological controversies of the seventh century. 

In all these matters the Epistle of Cummian is a first-hand 
authority and one of the few of its kind that we possess. Even 
with the light that it throws upon the subject, there are many 
points still obscure, and especially those connected with paschal 
cycles. 

But, quite apart from the information it gives in what is after 
all a rather barren by-path in the patristic field, the Epistle has 
a more human and spiritual interest. It is not so common to 
find a man such as Cummian, who in a controversial matter of 
the kind showed himself so ready to seek the truth and to follow 
it, when found, wheresoever it led him. And in the event the 
truth led him along a painful path. He had to do one of the 
most difficult things a man can do, namely, to offend his friends. 
He was in the Columban tradition: yet he felt himself obliged by 
the truth to break with that tradition in a much cherished 
belief, and to communicate to his friends in Iona the news that 
he had taken a step which must have seemed to them little 
less than apostasy. 

Further, Cummian saw clearly that in matters of the Christian 
religion insularity will not do. How foolish it is, he declares, for 
us to say ‘Rome is wrong, Jerusalem is wrong, Alexandria is 
wrong, Antioch is wrong; only the Britons and the Irish are 
right’. And as for the geographical position of these islands, 
Cummian is acutely conscious of their isolation. The Britons 
and the Irish live almost at the end of the earth: they are, so to 
speak, “eruptions on the chin of the world” (rn^nfUagrae orbis 
terrarum). And so he tells us that the southern Irish finally 
agreed—no doubt under his persuasion—to submit the matter 


1 Bede, II. 114. 
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to an ecumenical test. They sent a delegation, of wise and teach¬ 
able persons, in the year 631—^a year on which the Celtic and 
the Catholic Easter differed by as much as a whole month— 
to Rome, and there in the same lodging-house they found a 
Greek, a Hebrew, a Scythian and an Egyptian, all of them 
celebrating Easter on the same day as the Church of Rome. 
The result of this test was decisive. For, had he known it, Cum- 
mian would certainly have quoted and subscribed to the great 
saying of St. Augustine— 

SECURUS lUDICAT ORRIS TERRARUM 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Intorno a 24 omelie falsamente attribuite 
a 8. Massimo di Torino 

M. Pellegrino, Torino 

Nel 1784 compariva a Roma un’edizione di s. Massimo di 
Torino che era veramente uno dei gioielli usciti dalla tipografia 
di Propaganda Fide e che meritava bene, sotto questo lato, 
d’essere presentata dal papa Pio VI come un grazioso dono al 
re di Sardegna, Vittorio Amedeo III, nato, cresciuto, educate 
e regnante, come il Papa notava nella lettera premessa al testo, in 
queUa citte ove Massimo era state vescovo. L’editore, il cui 
nome si scopriva appena nella formola deU’ approvazione eccle- 
siastica, era il padre Bruno Bruni, nato a Cuneo, religioso dell’ 
Ordine delle Scuole Pie. Questa edizione fu riprodotta, con leg- 
gere modificazioni nell’ introduzione e nella numerazione di 
alcuni sermoni, nel tomo 57 della Patrologia Latina del Migne. 

Ci6 che costituiva, agli occhi del Bruni, il merite principale 
della nuova edizione, era il gran numero delle composizioni 
inedite: 46 tra omelie e sermoni, oltre i Tractatus contra Paganos e 
Contra ludaeos, le Expositiones de Capitulis Evangeliorum, 
e i discorsi che furono relegati in appendice come spuri o di 
dubbia autenticite. 

Fra le composizioni presentate come inedite, 24 debbono 
essere considerate a parte. Esse furono comunicate, a pin riprese, 
nel 1779 e 1780, da Giuseppe Francesco Meyranesio, prevoste di 
Sambuco neU’alta Valle Stura (provincia di Cuneo), al barone 
Giuseppe Vemazza, residente a Torino, il quale a sua volta 
le trasmetteva aU’editore. Sono le omelie 6, 7, 8, 9, 17, 18, 19, 20, 
22, 30, 31, 32, 33, 73, i sermoni 22, 23, 24, 33, 35, 47, 58 
(PL: 63), 59 (PL: 64) e i sermones addendi 1 (PL: 54) e 2 (PL: 
55). 

n Meyranesio aflFermava d’aver copiate tutti questi pezzi da 
quattro manoscritti. Due di essi, uno dell’VIII o del IX secolo, 
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I’altro dell’XI, provenivano dall’antica abbazia di Pedona 
(ora Sorgo S. Dalmazzo, nei press! di Cuneo); im terzo, del 
secolo XI, era gii appartenuto al monastero di Pagno, nel terri- 
torio di Saluzzo, e il quarto, esso pure dell’XI secolo, recava 
riscrizione ad usum maioris ecclesiae (ciofe della cattedrale) Tau- 
rinensis. Di quest’ultimo il Meyranesio comunic6 anche I’indice 
completo, con i titoli e gli initia di ciascuna composizione. 

Queste notizie sono fomite dal Bruni stesso nell’introduzione. 
Ma presso I’Accademia delle Scienze di Torino si conserva, 
quasi tutto in originale, il copioso carteggio fra il Bruni e il 
Vemazza e fra il Vemazza e il Meyranesio, ricco di notizie parti- 
colareggiate, che spiegano e completano quanto si apprende 
dall’ introduzione. 

Queste notizie destarono I’attenzione d’uno studioso di 
storia locale, il barone Giuseppe Manuel di San Giovanni, il 
quale elabord ima memoria intitolata; Storia d'una contraffa- 
zione o aggiunte fatte da Oitisejype Francesco Meyranesio alle 
opere di s. Mcmimo, che fu presentata all’Accademia dal socio 
Tommaso Vallauri, latinista d’una certa fama, il 21 novembre 
1875. In quella memoria, studiando il carteggio che si riferisce ai 
codici menzionati, e richiamando i falsi notori perpetrati dal 
Meyranesio nel campo dell’epigrafia, il Manuel concludeva 
affermando che i codici vantati dal Meyranesio non erano mai 
esistiti e che i pretesi sermoni di s. Massimo erano stati fabbri- 
cati dal prevosto di Sambuco. 

L’esame della memoria fu affidato a una commission e com- 
posta del filosofo Bertini e dei teologi Testa, relatore, e Ghirin- 
ghello. La relazione da essa presentata criticava vivacemente la 
memoria e conchiudeva, circa I’autenticit^t, con un non liquet, 
Il Manuel otteneva di replicare con on' Aggiunta, a cui la com- 
missione opponeva una prolissa risposta conclusiva, afiFermando 
essere fuor di dubbio I’autenticiti dei codici. Della controversia 
si dava una breve notizia negli Atti dell’Accademia, vol. XI, 
giugno 1876, pp. 1087—89. 

Questa notizia non ebbe la risonanza che la questione avrebbe 
meritato. La trovo menzionata solamente, fra il 1879 e il 1929, 
da quattro studiosi di storia locale, fra i quali baster^t ricordare il 
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gesuita Fedele Savio. Egli ne parl6 piima nel volume su Gli 
aviichi vescovi di Torino (Torino, 1889), poi nello studio piu 
ampio dedicato ai vescovi del Piemonte (Oli antichi vescovi 
d* Italia y vol. I, II Piemonte, Torino, 1899), accettando in pieno 
la tesi del falso, che confermava con nuovi argomenti. 

In ogni caso bisogna riconoscere che, come le memorie mano- 
scritte, cosi i pochi lavori pubblicati sono ben limgi dal soddisfare 
le esigenze della critica. H Manuel ignora quasi completamente gli 
argomenti di critica interna, appoggiandosi su certe inverosi- 
miglianze e contraddizioni che rileva nelle notizie intomo ai 
manoscritti. II Savio, al contrario, che conosce la questione solo 
dagli Atti, fa appello unicamente a criteri intemi che applica 
senza la necessaria cautela, traendo dall’esame d’un solo ser- 
mone delle conclusioni general! che una ricerca piu estesa di- 
mostra infondate. 

I patrologi che, negli ultimi tre quart! di secolo, si occuparono 
di s. Massimo, sia in opere d’insieme sia in monografie che 
trattavano soprattutto problem! d’autenticit&, non sembrano 
aver conosciuto (se non talvolta indirettamente) la contro- 
versia; percid awiene pure che attingano a testi fomiti all’ editor© 
dal Meyranesio, considerandoli autentici o almeno risalenti 
all’etd* patristica. 

Per questo abbiamo pensato che fosse di qualche interesse 
riprendere lo studio di questo problema in maniera pih precisa, 
come abbiam fatto in una ricerca pubblicata negli dell’Acca- 
demia torinese (Atti, Classe di scienze moral!, stonche e filolo- 
giche, vol. 90,1955—56, pp. 1—114). Qui dobbiamo limitarci a 
indicare i procedimenti seguiti e le conclusioni a cui siamo 
pervenuti. 

Poich6 tutto ci6 che ci vien riferito suDa parte dell’opera di s. 
Massimo che 6 in questione riposa unicamente suUa testimonianza 
del Meyranesio, dobbiamo anzitutto renderci conto della per¬ 
sonality e deir opera di questo studioso. Giuseppe Francesco 
Meyranesio nacque a Pietraporzio, in provincia di Cuneo, nel 
1729; si laure6 in teologia a Torino e nel 1768 fu mandate parroco 
a Sambuco, vicino al suo paese nativo, dove visse fino al 1793. 
Nel quadro dell’intensa attivity da lui spiegata nello studio della 
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stoiia e delle antichit^ regional! il primo posto h occupato da 
un’opera di grande impegno, il Pedemontium sacrum. Egli ne 
pubblic6 il primo volume nel 1784; il secondo usci postumo 
Bolamente nel 1863. E’ un lavoro prezioso per i document! che 
riferifice; ma il metodo critico lascia molto a desiderare. 

In altri campi della sua attiviti il Meyranesio si permise senza 
scnipoli dei falsi estesi e sistematici. A£ferm6 d’aver acquistato 
un manoscritto contenente una raccolta di 300 isciizioni dell’ 
epoca romana, che sarebbe stata fatta nel secolo XV da im certo 
Dalmazzo Berardenco, e tali iscrizioni comunic6 generosamente a 
van storici, soprattutto al Vemazza. Ora, dopo i sospetti es- 
pressi gi& dal De Rossi, il Mommsen dimostrb, nel V volume del 
Corpus Inscripiionum Laiinarum^ p. 777 e sg., che queste pretese 
iscrizioni non sono, nel loro insieme, che il prodotto d’un falsario 
poco familiare con la conoscenza delle antichit& e dello stile 
epigrafico. Un altro falso, riconosciuto come tale da tutti gli 
studios! che si sono occupati dell’argomento, h il Rationarium 
iemporum, una cronaca attribuita a Jacopo Berardenco, padre 
del nominato Dalmazzo, tutta plena di anacronismi e d’inve- 
rosimiglianze. 

Ora converr4 esaminare pih da vicino la vicende dei cosiddetti 
manoscritti di s. Massimo, suUe notizie fomiteci dall’introduzione 
del Bruni e dai document! conservati all’Accademia. 

Come abbiamo detto, il Meyranesio avrebbe attinto i suoi 
inediti, anzitutto, a due codici, rispettivamente dell’VIII (o IX) 
e dell’XI secolo, provenienti dall’abbazia di Pedona. Quests 
abbazia fu fondata, verosimilmente, sul principio del VII secolo; 
distrutta, insieme con la cittk di Pedona, dai Saracen! nei primi 
anni del secolo X, fu ricostruita intomo al 1160, e dur6 fino al 
1460. Ora Mons. A. Riberi, che nel 1929 studi6 le vicende di 
quest’abbazia in un grosso volume della Biblioteca Storica 
Subaipina, non trov6 alcuna notizia su uno scriptorium o su 
codici di Pedona, salvo alcune testimonianze recenti intomo a 
una Passio di san Dalmazzo. 

Siamo ancora meno informati intomo al monastero di Pagno, 
da cui sarebbe provenuto im altro codice di s. Massimo. La 
decadenza di questo monastero, fondato da Astolfo re dei Longo- 
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bardi (749—756), comincid da quando esso fu reso dipendente, 
in qualit^t di „priorato“, o „cella“, dalla celebre abbazia della 
Novalesa. Anche il monastero di Pagno soflFerse le invasioni dei 
Saraceni. Dopo essere state aggregate al menastere di Breme in 
Lemellina, nel secele XIV fu acquistate dai marchesi di Saluzze, 
e nel 1764 fu annesse alia mensa vescevile di questa cittk. Nulla 
sappiame della sua biblieteca; d’altra parte, a causa della rapida 
decadenza, h assai pece veresimile che si sia censervate qualcesa 
del sue patrimenie librarie. 

Nelle netizie che dk su quest! manescritti, il Meyranesie si 
centraddice, sia in lettere successive sia nella medesima lettera. 
Talvelta asserisce di aver cepiate per intere une di essi, talvelta 
tutt’e tre. Ora, nella biblieteca del Seminarie Metrepelitane di 
Terine si censerva un esemplare interfeUate dell’ ediziene Bruni, 
abbendantemente annetate da un amice del Meyranesie, il 
canenice Filippe Amedee Mille. Da queste annetazieni appare 
evidente che il Meyranesie inferme ramic6 che il sue laverenen 
era state di cepiare interamente n6 une n6 tre manescritti, ma 
sele di trame le emelie inedite ch’egli mand6 al Bnmi, eltre 
agli indici di tutti pezzi centenuti. E quande il Bruni insiste per 
avere una descriziene esatta dei manescritti e netizie particela- 
reggiate suUa lere prevenienza, il Meyranesie rispende che essi 
erane stati venduti a un „cavaliere inglese** dal defunte cente di 
Belline. Ma risulta che quande il Meyranesie dava queste infer- 
mazieni il cente di Belline era ancera in vita. 

Nulla si pu6 dire sul manescritte di Terine, sul quale nen 
abbiame altra testimenianza che quella del Meyranesie. 

Passande pei all’esame delle cendizieni esterieri dei mane¬ 
scritti secende la descriziene che ne d^ il Meyranesie, si neteranne 
anzitutte le numerese lacune, che si tre vane in 17 delle nestre 
24 emelie. Ma raramente tali lacune impediscene di cegliere il 
sense del discerse, peich6 per le pin inceminciane e hniscene cel 
periede; nen mene di undici velte precedene immediatamente la 
cenclusiene, che dk percid un sense chiare e cemplete. Ancera 
pih serprendente k il fatte che quattre velte appaiene le mede- 
sime lacune in vari manescritti che, a giudicare dal centenute, 
nen hanne fra lere alcuna parentela. 
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Quanto s’6 detto fin qui parrebbe sufficiente a dimostrare che i 
pretest manoscritti meyranesiani non sono mai esistiti. Se poi 
ricerchiamo donde provengano i testi che da essi sarebbero 
stati ricavati, affiorano altre prove evident! dell’opera del 
falsario. 

Le osservazioni del Savio offHvano, a questo proposito, delle 
utili indicazioni. Seguendo la via da lui segnata, in una maniera 
tuttavia troppo afifrettata e inesatta, non ci 6 stato difficile 
trovare la fonte di quasi tutti i materiali di queste composizioni, 
nelle opere oratorie, talvolta autentiche, per lo piii suppo- 
sitizie, di s. Ambrogio, s. Agostino e s. Leone Magno. Riprendendo 
la ricerca (ma ne vale la pena?) si potrebbe probabilmente 
trovare la provenienza di certe parti di cui noi non sappiamo 
indicare la fonte. 

Non abbiamo dunque, di solito (e forse mai), delle composi- 
zioni originali del Meyranesio, ma dei plagi. D’altra parte, non 
basterebbe dimostrare il plagio per conchiudere a una falsi- 
ficazione recente. Non solo I’omiletica dell’alto medioevo, ma 
giA lo stesso s. Cesario d’Arles usa senza scrupolo la compo- 
sizione a mosaico. L’intervento del medesimo falsario pu6 essere 
dimostrato (a parte gli altri argomenti passati in rassegna) 
individuando un procedimento abituale, una maniera costante- 
mente seguita. Ci6 non h difficile nel caso nostro. 

Nella struttura di queste omelie si nota piii volte un artificio di 
composizione che si potrebbe chiamare schema ,,ad incastro“: 
si prende ciofe da im discorso I’esordio e la conclusione, riempiendo 
poi la parte centrale di materiale attinto«ad altra fonte. 

L’elocuzione h caratterizzata dalla tendenza costante alia 
prolissit4 e all’enfasi, e dalla ricerca di im’eleganza artificiosa: 
si rilevano cosi delle frequent! aggiunte che mirano a spiegare il 
pensiero o ad abbellire il discorso, la sostituzione di costrutti 
indiretti, spesso iperbatici, ai costrutti diretti e semplici dell’ 
originale, la scelta di parole ritenute piii conform! all’uso della 
latinit& classica. Non di rado il cambiamento di costruzione b 
ottenuto sacrificando la clausola presente nel modello. In alcuni 
casi il rimaneggiatore mostra di non aver capito il testo, o sosti- 
tuisce a forme caratteristiche del latino tardo le forme note alia 
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grammatica scolastica. Alcune espressioni appaiono incon- 
ciliabili con le consuetudini sintattiche e stilistiche degli scrittori 
latini di qualsiasi etk e si spiegano solo in chi e abituato a scrivere 
italiano. 

Infine, si notano qua e \k delle espressioni che suonano quali 
reminiscenze di composizioni liturgiche medievali o anche piii 
recenti. 

Vien naturale domandarci quail motivi poterono indurre il 
prevosto di Sambuco a perpetrare questi falsi, che, in ogni caso, 
dovettero costargli non poca fatica. II caso non 6 isolate nel 
Piemonte di quell*et4, che vide sorgere parecchi emuli del 
Meyranesio in fabbricatori d’iscrizioni, di documenti e di libri 
intemi. D’altra parte, 6 assai probabile che il brav’uomo atten- 
desse dalla sua fatica dei vantaggi concreti. Sapendo che 
I’edizione di s. Massimo stava molto a cuore Pio VI, il quale ne 
aveva dato I’incarico al p. Bruni e ne seguiva personalmente i 
lavori, egli sperava di guadagnarsi il favore del Papa e otte- 
neme un beneficio o una pensione ecclesiastica. Questo sembra 
risultare (anche se il Me 3 a‘anesio lo nega) dalle insistenze con cui 
I’amico di lui, il Vemazza, ritoma su questa domanda nelle 
lettere al Bruni. Converri forse essere alquanto indulgenti verso 
questo parroco di montagna che non aveva ambizioni di carriera, 
aspirando solamente a darsi ai suoi studi con un minimo di 
liberty e di risorse economiche. 

Concludendo, crediamo di poter affermare che la convergenza 
degli argomenti estemi e intemi non lascia sussistere alcun 
dubbio sui falsi perpetrati dal Meyranesio. Di conseguenza, 
bisogner& togliere definitivamente a s. Massimo di Torino e al 
patrimonio della patristica le 24 composizioni che conosciamo 
solo dai due Pedonenses, daJl’Appaniensis e dal Taurinensis; 
non tener conto delle variant! di sermoni altrimenti noti, presen- 
tate solo da quei quattro codici; eliminare le testimonianze di 
essi, specialmente dell*indice del Taurinensis, dagli argomenti 
usati per I’attribuzione di questa o quella composizione a s. 
Massimo di Torino. 

Pensiamo infine che la nostra ricerca potri contribuire a dare 
un giudizio deU*edizione Bruni, valutata in maniera assai diversa 
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anche da studiosi recenti. Considerando I’uso che Teditore fece 
dei test! del Meyranesio, siamo obbligati a riconoscere delle 
lacune deplorevoli nella sua preparazione. Da un lato, il Bruni 
ritiene di attingere una gran parte dell’opera di s. Massimo ai 
testi che ci sono pervenuti sotto i nomi di Ambrogio, di Agostino e 
di Leone Magno; dall’altro lato, egli presenta come inedite delle 
omelie che si trovano in quei testi in un tenore identico o quasi, 
poich4 i pezzi che il Meyranesio gli manda non sono che degli 
estratti, malamente rimaneggiati, di scritti di quei Padri o ad 
essi attribuiti. 

Un criterio a cui il Bruni spesso si appella per giudicare dell’ 
autenticit^t di un testo h quello dello stile; ma se egli non seppe 
riconoscere le incongruenze, talvolta grossolane, che presentano, 
da questo lato, le omelie del Meyranesio, bisogneri dire che 
mancava del minimo di cultura e di discemimento necessario a 
un’opera di tale portata. 

Per questo appare necessaria una nuova edizione di s. Massimo 
di Torino; e noi saremo lieti se questo nostro lavoro, per quanto 
limitato e modesto, varr^t a risparmiare im’inutile fatica agli 
studiosi da cui attendiamo tale edizione: A. Mutzenbecher per 
il Corpus Christianorum e il dr. 0. Heggelbacher per il Corpus 
^cripiorum ecclesiasticorum Latinoi'um, 
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St. Cyril of Jerusalem 
and the Alexandrian Christian Gnosis 

A. A. Stephenson S. J., London 

First, two preliminary observations. 1. I take no account in 
this paper of the Catechesea Myst^agogicae since their Cyrillan 
authorship is contested. 2. I have observed no traces of “Ori- 
genism'' in Cyril. If Cyril was a disciple of Origen (and I incline 
to think that his greater debt was to Clement of Alexandria), 
he was, in Jean Lebreton’s phrase, one of those “best disciples” 
who avoided Origen’s dangerous theses while learning from his 
mystical ardour. 

The aim of this paper is to show that St. Cyril’s sole sur¬ 
viving sermon, the much neglected Sermon on (he Paralytic, is 
characterized by a contemplative warmth and depth, a mystical 
^lan, unmistakably in the Alexandrian tradition, and is, at the 
same time, an important key to the understanding of its author; 
and, secondly, to show that St. Cyril’s great work, the Catechesea^ 
when approached with this clue, reveals important “Alexandrian” 
elements. Evidence will also be adduced pointing, though less 
certainly, to the conclusion that the Lenten catechetical tea¬ 
ching at Jerusalem, as exemplified by Cyril’s Catechesea, was 
in some degree formally regarded as a gnosis in the Alexandrian 
manner — in spite of obvious important differences. I am not 
primarily concerned with the further question whether the 
appearance in Cyril of concepts generally classified as Alexan¬ 
drian is to be explained (as on the whole, indeed, the evidence 
seems to suggest) by a debt on Cyril’s part to Alexandria or by 
his sharing with the Alexandrians in a common tradition* 

I. The “Alexandrian” Character of the Sermon on the Paralytic 

Cyril’s single extant sermon suggests that his personal predi¬ 
lection as a preacher W6is for an exegesis of Scripture very diffe- 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Cyril of Jerusalem and the Christian Gnosis 


143 


rent from that found in the work by which he is chiefly remem¬ 
bered. The Sermon is pure ^ecogla, or i^yrjoig ^ecDQrjrocij. It is 
not really surprising that the style and mode of the Sermon 
should differ so greatly from the Catecheses. The manner and 
method of the Catecheses were determined less by the personal 
attrait of the preacher than by the nature of the work. The 
Catecheses is a didactic work, partly apologetical but chiefly 
“dogmatic”; it is a series of pre-baptismal instructions on the 
Faith, or Creed, given to the higher class of catechumens, the 
(poxi^dfievoiy adult candidates for Baptism. 

Nor should the detection of a marked “mystical” strain in 
the author of the generally rather staid and pedestrian Catecheses 
seem improbable on historical grounds. The early links between 
Jerusalem and Alexandria are well known. Eusebius of Caesarea, 
the predecessor of Cyril’s contemporary, Acacius, is a well 
known example of an “Alexandrian” in Palestine. Another is 
Cyril’s own successor, John II of Jerusalem, who got into trouble 
with St. Jerome for his “Origenism”^. Earlier, Origen himself, 
ca. 216, visited Caesarea and Jerusalem at the invitation of 
their bishops, and, after his expulsion from Alexandria, settled 
ca. 232 in Caesarea, the metropolitan see of Palestine, where he 
founded a brilliant and immensely influential theological school, 
in which he taught for twenty years. Another early link between 
Alexandria and Jerusalem is St. Alexander, pupil and friend of 
Clement and friend and fellow-pupil of Origen, whom he, jointly 
with Theoctistus of Caesarea, ordained priest ca. 216. Alexander 
ruled the see of Jerusalem for at least sixteen, perhaps thirty- 
five (so Bardenhewer), years. It was he who founded the theolo¬ 
gical library at Jerusalem, and it is not impossible that he intro¬ 
duced some of the characteristic Alexandrian teaching, and 
perhaps methods and system, into the Holy City. 

There were, then, “two Cyrils”. One, the author of the Cate¬ 
cheses, is well known; but the author of the Catecheses was also the 
master of ^eoygia revealed in the Sermon. A better example of 
^ecogla is not easily foimd in the writings of the Fathers. In a 

^ Cf. Jerome’s controversial work, Ad Pammachium, Contra locwmem 
Hierosolymitcmnm (PL 23, 365—396; aliter 23, 371—412). 
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sentence in Cat. 13. 9 Cyril himself prepares ns for this difference 
between the style and mode of the Catecheses and his ordinary 
preaching. There, expounding the article of the Creed concern¬ 
ing the Passion, Cyril says: “We must seek out [in the Scrip- 
tiues] the testimonies concerning the Passion of Christ; for we 
are met together, not now to give a contemplative exposition 
(i^ijyrjaiv deoyQrfcocrpf) of the Scriptures, but to be further assured 
of what we already believe.” This implies that “theoretic”, or 
“contemplative”, exposition of the Scriptures found a place in 
Cyril’s ordinary sermons. The Oxford translation, indeed^, 
translates the two words quoted above by “speculative exposi¬ 
tion”; but it would today be agreed on general grounds that 
“contemplative exposition” is the better rendering. Moreover, 
the single extant sermon is presumably the best commentary on 
the phrase, and one has only to read this short sermon to under¬ 
stand what Cyril meant by ^eayQia and how the “theoretic” 
exegesis of Scripture differs from the exegesis characteristic of 
the Catecheses, and at the same time to appreciate the “mystical” 
element in its author. Dom A. A. Tout4e, it should be said, 
the great editor of the Benedictine edition of the Catecheses, 
reprinted by Migne, translated the phrase correctly by “con- 
templatricem expositionem'", and two sentences of his show that 
he saw in principle the importance of this sentence (Cat. 13. 9) 
as a clue to the character of the Sermon^. He seems, however, 
to have made the mistake of more or less equating ^ecogCa with 
allegory, and consequently he places the emphasis, in the Ser¬ 
mon, on the three chapters of allegory (10—12). 

The Sermon, which declares its mode in its opening words, 
“Where is Jesus, there is salvation”*, constantly recalls Cle- 

^ Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series, Vol. 7 (Oxford 
1894). 

* Cf. the last two sentences of n. VIII in his “Admonitio” prefacing 
the text of the Sermon; PG 33, 1129—30. 

• The Parisian codex Regius represents this as the true beginning ? 
cf. note by Tout6e, PG 33, 1132—33, or in the edition of Reischl and 
Rupp (Mimich 1848—60) Vol. 2, page 406. Thomas Milles’s edition of 
Cyril (Oxford 1703), where the text of the Sermon is based solely on the 
Bodleian Roe MS, represents the beginning as lost. So far the text of 
the Sermon depends on these two MSS alone. 
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ment’s picture, at the beginning of the PaedagogtiSy of Christ as 
at once the Physician who cures the sick soul of its passions and 
the Tutor who schools it, first by discipline, then by instruction, 
in the knowledge of Himself as the eternal Word^. The Sermon 
renews the mystical spirit of Clement and Origen, especially the 
former’s doctrine that the Christian advanced in asceticism and the 
prayerful study of the Scriptures attains to yvaxru;, a quasi-m 3 rstical 
knowledge of God and of divine things, depending on revelation. 

In the Sermon the Saviour is presented, in contrast with 
earthly consultants (oQxtAtQwv aUr^x&v) who cure rd aur^tfcd, 
voGYiiiaxa, as the true Physician who by a question leads the 
paralytic to the saving knowledge {yvibatv) of His Divinity*^. 
For Origen, simple faith regards the humanity and humility 
of the Saviour, while yvcoaig, or enlightened faith, rises to the 
Divinity. While the most striking single phrase in the Sermon 
is the enigmatic description of our Lord as “the physician of 
qnoais^' (rm laxqcb rfjg yvdxiecog)^ the whole Sermon is a syste¬ 
matic attempt to lead the congregation to the contemplation 
of the Man-God. The Sermon's dramatic interest derives from 
a kind of suspense, and this suspense in turn depends on the 
enigmatic personality of the Healer and the success or failure 
of the various “characters” — the Jews, the blind men, Peter, 
the paralytic himself — to penetrate His disguise. The preacher, 
by stressing the Saviour’s supernatural knowledge, by recalling 
that He is the true bread, the Light, the resurrection, the 
physician of souls, the maker of the world, the great lawgiver*, 
continually and insistently reminds his audience that the man 
who is the object of sight is God also. 

“Let us beg wisdom of wisdom” {xiiv aoqjlav jiccgd xfjg 2Joq>Cag 
alxTjacbfis&a), like “Taking a wise word from wisdom”®, recalls 

1 Paed. I, 1—2 (GCS, Clem. Alex., I, 89ff.). 

* Sermon, 6; the content of the knowledge in question appears in the 
immediate sequel, chaps. 6—9. 

* Sermon, 19. The transliteration “gnosis” is not intended to beg 
any questions. We have probably a virtual gloss on the phrase in (pojTa- 
ycoydfv rdf diavolag (Catecheses, 10. 13). 

* Sermon, 3, 19, 8, 9, 5, 2, 15. 

* Sermon, 19, 15. Cf. Clement, Stromateis, VI, 7, 57—58 (GCS, 
Clem. Alex., II, 460—61). 
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the conception, common to Clement and Origen, of Christian 
perfection as a supernatural aocpla. It recalls also Clement’s 
insistence that the knowledge of God can be taught neither 
by man nor angel, but only by the one teacher — the Son, who 
is Wisdom. 

Clement’s doctrine that true yvibau; drives out passion and 
induces ajid&eia is recalled by Cyril’s sentence: “This is not 
the love of woman, but of wisdom . . . Not passions {nd&r]), 
but wise thoughts, house with Wisdom.”^ Indeed, the whole 
of the allegorical digression on the Canticle of Canticles^ with 
its insistence that the language of the Canticle is “nymphic” 
(wfMpixd)^, and the ascent to its understanding gradual, is 
manifestly in the Alexandrian tradition. 

0e(oQ(a, however, is to be distinguished from dXXtjyoQCa. It 
is deioQia that is exemplified in the Sermon, and most people 
probably would judge that the three chapters of allegory, 
though they have a peculiar charm, are, on the whole, a blemish 
in this exercise in It is noticeable also that where in the 

Catechesea allegorical exegesis occurs, it shows a distinctive 
discipline. 

Cyril’s younger contemporary, Diodorus of Tarsus, wrote 
a work entitled The Difference between 'deoyqla and AUegory, 
This work is lost, but it may, perhaps, be inferred from Cyril’s 
Sermon that “theoretic exegesis”, unlike allegory, regularly 
presupposed the literal meaning of the scriptural text and, 
where allegory tended to a distraction and dispersal of interest, 
^ecoQla (at any rate in Cyril), finding the ideal in the real, the 
infinite and eternal in the historical event, was characterized 
by centrality, concentration and a high degree of organization. 
For ^e(OQ(a the Gospel is both historical and timeless; at once 
past and actual, the record of fact and the vehicle of value, it 
is relevant to each age’s present predicament; in the sense in 
which I think Martin Kahler used the distinction, the Gospel, 
for deayqla, is Hiatorie and Oeachichte together. 

^ Sermon, 10; for Clement’s doctrine on dnd&eta cf., e. g., Paed. 
I, 2 ad init. and Strom. VI, 9. 

* (Sermon, 10) i. e., concerned with mystic bridals. 
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It is probably impossible to give an exact answer to the 
question whether Cyril’s detoQui is substantially the same thing 
as Clement’s. It appears to be very similar. In Stromateis Cle¬ 
ment says that &ecoQ(a is the wise man’s goal, and that ywwcrtc, 
or wisdom, ought to be practised until it becomes perpetual 
^ecDQia^. Clement’s appears to be closely related to his 

avajiavaiQ (“rest in the Lord”); perhaps avajiavau; is '&eoyQla 
plus aydjcT], or, in more modem terms, &ea)Q(a may be active, 
and amjiavatg passive contemplation. 

II 

To come now to the Catecheaes. In the CatecheaeSy &ecoQia 
would not often be in place; yet it was to be expected that a 
preacher personally attracted to ^ecogtaf or the “mystical” 
exposition of Scripture, would occasionally even in his instruc¬ 
tional sermons, betray his natural bent. We find in fact several 
passages in the Catecheaea, when the theme is some mystery 
of Our Lord’s life especially inviting to contemplation in the 
manner of the illuminative or unitive way, that Cyril’s tone 
changes and dida^ig modulates into ^eogla, A striking instance 
is the splendid passage on the Good Thief*. In such passages 
certain characteristic words and ideas tend to appear: here, 
the ideas of spiritual blindness and light; the eternal Light 
leading to the Light; darkness, again, and enlightenment; the 
presence of the King bestowing His favours; and, finally, a 
passage from the Canticle of Canticlea. 

Another “Alexandrian” passage in the Catecheaea, so strikingly 
exact a paraUel to the Sermon as almost in itself to guarantee the 
Cjoillan authorship of the latter, occurs in 10.13. In this short 
chapter almost all the leading themes of the Sermon appear: the 
physician of souls and bodies, the physician of spirits, the healer 
of the physically blind (vv(p}ju)v ah&rfcdjv), the physician who 
leads minds to the Light. Then, as if to point the evidence of 
the identity of authorship of the Catecheaea and the Sermon^ 


' Strom. VI, 7, 61 (GCS, Clem. Alex., II, 462) and 69. 
• Cat. 13. 30—31. 
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Cyril introduces the paralytic of John 5 and Our Lord saying 
to him, “Sin no more”, and “Take up your bed and walk”. 
Next come the themes of the origin of disease in sin, sin as an 
ailment of the soul, and, finally, the suggestion that the victim 
of “bodily affections” (acofiorixolg na&eat) should abandon his 
imbelief, come to Jesus, and acknowledge Him as the Christ. 

I now proceed to discuss, necessarily very briefly, the traces 
in Cyril of the Christian Alexandrian concept of 
There are in all the xmdoubted writings of Cyril — the Caie- 
cheses ad Illuminandos, the Sermon on the Paralytic and the 
Letter to Constantins — immistakable traces of the Christian 
Alexandrian concept of yvibaiQy sometimes in one, sometimes 
in the other, of its two main senses. In the subjective and more 
spiritual sense, the Alexandrian yvwaa; was a higher knowledge 
of God and divine things, due to revelation and generally 
mediated by the prayerful and profound study of the Scriptures 
— of the Word revealed in the Word. In the objective and more 
intellectualist sense yvoxng' was a systematic body of know¬ 
ledge, a transcendent revealed synthesis, qualified by its intel¬ 
lectual and spiritual appeal to overcome the false yvcoaeig 
and rival pagan philosophical systems. I shall go on, less to 
assert, than to point to certain evidence and to ask whether 
the Lenten catechesis at Jerusalem, in spite of its many pro- 
foimd differences and even contrasts when compared with the 
Alexandrian yvd>aig still bore recognisable affinities with the 
Alexandrian Christian yvojaig. 

1 have already pointed to two places in the Sermon^ where 
the word yrwaig occurs apparently in a technical sense. 

For Clement, Christ is the bestower of yvibau;, just as it is 
He, and the Father as revealed in Him, who is its object. This 
appears to be the point of view of Cyril in the Sermon^ which 
is an early work. There it is Christ who, as Light and Wisdom, 
bestows wisdom (which Clement identifies with yvibau;) and 

^ For a fuller discussion of some important aspects of this question 
see my “Cyril of Jerusalem €uid the Alexandrian Heritage” in Theo¬ 
logical Studies (Woodstock, Maryland), XV (1954) 673—593. 

* 6 and 19. 
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who invites to the ywbaig of His Divinity. The Catecheses 
marks an advance in this respect. In the Catecheses Cyril’s 
theology of the Third Person is very developed, and we are 
not surprised to find that there it is the Holy Ghost who en¬ 
lightens souls and implants yvtbaa;. In Cat. 16. 16 Cyril describes 
the yvdxjo; bestowed by the Holy Ghost: it operates at a distance 
and penetrates material obstacles; its possessor sees, with 
Isaiah, the Lord enthroned; with Ezechiel, Him who sits 
above the Cherubim^. 

To turn now to the yvcjoi^ as a body of doctrine. Had not 
the very institution of the catechumenate, while effectively 
antiquating any idea, always repugnant to Catholic instinct, 
of a caste system in the very bosom of the Church, canonized 
the characteristically Alexandrian conception of a graduated 
education and progressive initiation? The scale and thorough¬ 
ness of the pre-baptismal instruction at Jerusalem, to which 
there is no attested parallel in any contemporary church, itself 
recalls certain aspects of the conception of Gement and Origen. 

Was, then, the Lenten catechetical teaching at Jerusalem 
in Cyril’s time regarded as, or at least styled, a yvcbaig'i To 
give an exact answer to this question it is necessary first to 
determine the syllabus or subject-matter of Cyril’s Lenten 
catechetical teaching. I have, I hope, established elsewhere 
the impossibility of Abbot Cabrol’s suggestion that Etheria’s, 
or Egeria’s, description of the Jerusalem Lenten catechesis is 
applicable to Cyril’s time*. I must here assume that the syllabus 
of the Lenten catechesis at Jerusalem in the middle of the 
fourth century was simply the Jerusalem Creed, demonstrated 
and expounded at large from Scripture. That the syllabus of 
the extant Catecheses (which I believe to be complete) was 
simply the Jerusalem Creed, anyone can verify for himself 

' Cf. also Cat. 4. 16 and 17. 19. The “sober drunkenness” of 17. 19 
goes b€kck to Philo and reappears in Gregory of Nyssa. 

* Cf. “The Lenten Catechetical Syllabus in Fourth-Century Jeru¬ 
salem”, in (Woodstock) Theological Studies, XV (1964) 103—116. 
According to Etheria (Peregrinatio, ed. Geyer, CSEL, XXXIX, 46. 1—4) 
the Creed was not delivered until the end of the fifth week of Lent, and 
was expounded only in the sixth and seventh weeks. 
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by simple inspection, with the aid of the clue provided by the 
first sentence in Cat. 18. 22. 

Now, for the Alexandrians the object, or content, of yvibaiQ 
was primarily the revelation contained in Scripture. For Cle¬ 
ment, Christ himself is both the teacher and object of yvakyig, 
and He teaches us “through the prophets, the Gospels, and the 
Apostles”: in Clement’s language, that is to say, the whole 
yvakfiQy from A to Z, is contained in the Old and New Testa¬ 
ments^. It is significant, therefore, that in the 'Procaiechesis' (11) 
Cyril, referring to the systematic body of instruction (on the 
Creed) which he is to impart, says: “Wo bring you the stones 
of yv(JknQ'\ For Cyril regarded the Creed as a compendious 
summary of the doctrinal content of Scriptiue^. Again, in the 
key passage {Cat. 5. 12) in which the Creed is delivered to the 
candidates Cyril speaks of the Creed as “embracing all the 
yvojaii; of the religion of the Old and New Testaments”, and 
adds that it supplies the want of those too busy or too unlettered 
to attain yvcoaig for themselves by a personal study of the 
Scriptures. Origen appears similarly to have held that, since 
a Christian synthesis must be based on revelation, its construc¬ 
tion must be primarily a work of scriptural exegesis. 

In face of this question whether the Lenten teaching at 
Jerusalem was in some way regarded as a yvibau;, Cyril’s fomth 
lecture is instructive. This lecture, which is a summary of the 
Lenten course that is to foUow®, falls into two parts. The subject- 
matter of the first part {Cat. 4. 3—17) is the articles of the 
Creed concerned with the three Divine Persons, involving 
cosmological and eschatological doctrine. The main theme of 
the second part (4. 18—31) is anthropological. Now, in 4. 18 
Cyril, referring back to the first part of the lecture, speaks of 
it as a yvd>aig, and in 4. 3 he speaks of the teaching already 


1 Strom. Vn, 16, 95 (GCS, Clem. Alex., Ill, 67). 

* It is perhaps unnecessary to insist that Cyril recognized the im¬ 
portance of tradition and the magisterial role of the Church, from which 
the Christian receives both Creed and Scripture; cf. Cat. 4. 33—36; 
5. 12; 18. 23—28, especially 18. 23. 

» Cat. 4. 3. 
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imparted to the baptized, and therefore by implication of the 
whole Lenten teaching only summarized in this lecture, as 
yixoaig. Cat. 4, therefore, appears, in the Alexandrian tradition, 
to present the Lenten course as the authentic, revealed yvajaig 
or world-view, outmoding the false pagan ywhaig, the object 
of which was precisely the cosmos and the self. 

Although Cyril speaks of the first (Trinitarian) part of Cat. 4 
as a yvaxjig, the summary there given is clearly not yvibau; 
without qualification. The yvibaiQ proper is contained in the 
ftiller course, characterized by the “demonstration from Scrip¬ 
ture”. Cyril’s description of this introductory summary (Cat. 4) 
as a “milky introduction”^ finds a (partial) verbal parallel in 
Clement: “If, then, milk is said by the Apostle to be the food 
of babes, and meat the food of the perfect, the ‘milk’ must be 
the catechetical instruction . .. and the ‘meat’ mystic con¬ 
templation.” In Cyril’s Jerusalem, however, the “meat” is 
the advanced catechetical instruction, or “enlightenment”, 
imparted during Lent to the candidates for Baptism; the “milk” 
w here identified with the summary of this yv(bav;^. There is 
also a parallel between Cyril’s description of this summary, 
in relation to the whole Lenten course, as “a concise recapitu¬ 
lation of the necessary doctrines”®, and Clement’s statement 
that “faith is a sort of concise yvdtaig of the essentials, while 
yvioaig itself is a firm and solid demonstration of the truths 
received through faith, being built upon faith by means of the 
Lord’s teaching [i. e.. Scripture]The “demonstration” with 
which Clement identifies the ''yvanjig itself” is the subject- 


» Ibid. 

* There is some reason to think that Cat. 4 was preached on a Sunday 

before the whole congregation, including, perhaps, the lower class of 
catechumens. Origen also (Cf. c. Cels. 3. 53; GCS, Origenes I, 248—49) 
distinguishes between nUnig and yvwaig ob fed on milk and meat 
respectively. At Jerusalem, apparently, after the culmination of the 
enlightenment, or in Baptism (itself (pairiafiSg) the spiritual 

life continued to be cultivated by decDQta, regarded probably as the 
summit, or better part, of yvtoaig, rather than as distinct from it. 

» Cat. 4. 3. 

* Strom. VII, 10, 67 (GCS, Clem. Alex., Ill, 42). 
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matter of the whole Caiecheses^ which is precisely a “demon¬ 
stration** of the Creed from Scripture. 

It may be objected that this last sentence suggests that this 
part of my argument is conceived too generally: that the con¬ 
cept of the demonstration of the Faith from Scripture, or jfrom 
miracle and prophecy, is not peculiarly Alexandrian, but goes 
back to the Apologists and, indeed, to the Gospels. It is neces¬ 
sary to distinguish. The pre-Clementine demonstration of the 
Faith from Scripture and prophecy generally meant establishing 
by these means the credentials of the Gospel and vindicating 
the Church*s divine mission. But Clement’s “demonstration” 
was not primarily an apologetic of this kind, concerned with 
(external) “motives of credibility**. Clement, if I read him 
aright, regarded the Scriptures as in some sense self-authen¬ 
ticating, and he conceived of yvioaig as not only a higher reli¬ 
gious knowledge of a mystical type, but also as a scientific 
elaboration of the dogmas of faith through the profound study 
of Scripture: a theoretic structure at once built on faith and 
validating it. Similarly, the “demonstration** that is contained 
in Cyril*s Catecheses is not primarily an apologetic; it is offered 
to believers. Although Cyril does, as occasion offers, supply 
the candidates with ammunition against Jews, heretics and 
pagans^, the Catecheses for the most part presupposes faith 
and corresponds much more to what we should call a dogmatic 
than an apologetic work. It is likely that Cyril did not advert 
clearly to the distinction; but the very passage (Cat. 10. 6) in 
which he makes explicit the distinction between the mere 
acceptance of doctrines on faith and their demonstration from 
Scripture shows that for Cjrril “demonstration** was not apo¬ 
logetic proof. For he goes on to offer a “demonstration** of the 
eternal preexistence of Christ from Genesis 1. 26. And that 
this is not simply an apologetical use of the Old Testament 
against the Jews appears from the next chapter, where the 
testimony of St. Paul is invoked. These are not isolated texts; 
they conform to the general character of the Catecheses, a work 


^ Cf. ‘Procatechesis* 10. 
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which is at least as much concerned to expound the riches of 
the Faith as to establish its credentials against unbelievers^. 

G. Bareille and Dom P. de Puniet are among those who, 
relying on the text of the CatecheseSy have noted without com¬ 
ment, as an idiosyncrasy of the Church of Jerusalem, that there 
the candidates for Baptism were already called “faithful” or 
“believers” (niaxoC)^. Some scholars have thought it impossible, 
on a priori grounds, to accept this view. In the present context 
the question assumes a new significance; it would appear that 
at Jerusalem the (pcDXtidfievoi were regarded as already in 
possession of faith and as engaged in transforming nlaru; into 
ymaiQ. 

In a passage quoted above*, with a parallel in Cyril, Clement 
speaks of yvibaK;, or excellent faith, being “built upon” common 
or simple faith. The parallel in Cyril is completed by a passage 
in his LeUef to Constantius in which, arguing that the apparition 
of the heavenly cross at Jerusalem was both a miracle and a 
fulfilment of Gospel prophecy, Cyril urges the Emperor to 
“build ynbaig on the good foundation of faith”*. 

It is by no means the purpose of this paper to maintain the 
paradoxical position that Cyril’s Catecheses constitutes an exact 
parallel at Jerusalem to the Alexandrian Christian yimoK;, but 
only to argue that the Sermon shows that Cyril owed his spiritual 
formation to the mystical Alexandrian tradition, and that the 
Catecheses, besides containing patches of ^eojqla and some 
characteristically Alexandrian ideas, exhibits in its general 
conception and method some noteworthy (though imperfect) 
analogies to the aims and techniques of the School of Alexandria. 

* The Catecheses expoimds (cf. 6. 29) “the mysteries concerning 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost”. Nevertheless the great number of cita¬ 
tions of Matthew €U^ an index of the rich vein of argument from pro¬ 
phecy in the work. 

* Cf. Tout^, PG 33, 146; 149; 343; de Puniet, DACL, II/2, 2694, 
8. V. “Cat^hum^nat”; Bareille, DTC, II/2, 1976. The relevcmt passages 
in the Catecheses include ‘Procatechesis* 6, 12, 13, 17; Cat. 1. 1 and 4; 
6.1; 10.16; 11.9; 18.26. Cf. Cat. Myst., 3.1 and 6; Etheria, Pere- 
grinatio (ed. Geyer) 38. 1; 46. 2, 4, 6; 47. 2. 

* Strom. VII, 10, 67. 

* Epist. ad Const., 6; cf. 1 and 6. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



154 


A. A. Stephenson 


Are the affinities due to dependence or to a common tradi¬ 
tion? While confessing the inadequacy of my qualifications for 
answering this question with any authority, I incline to the 
former alternative. The historical evidence fits this hypothesis 
very neatly, and the linguistic parallels rather suggest it. The 
very marked diflferences between Cyril and the Alexandrians 
might seem incompatible with this view, but they could be 
explained by modifications of an imported Alexandrian system — 
modifications suggested by experience, introduced in the passage 
of time or imposed by the resistance of a different native tradi¬ 
tion. Moreover, while one recognises that differences and con¬ 
trasts betweeen the various “schools” can be exaggerated, and 
that there was in general a good deal of cross-fertilization 
between them, yet at least seems to have reached Cyril 

ultimately from Alexandria. It is true that Diodorus of Tarsus, 
the author of The Difference between •^ecDQia and Allegory, 
appears to have been a forerunner of the new school of Antioch. 
But it is a reasonable assumption that '&ecDQta, even if mediated 
by the monks, came to both Cyril and Diodorus from Alexan¬ 
dria. It is stated in the article “Contemplation” in the Die- 
tionnaire de Spirittuilit^ that the word ‘&ecoQla is absent from the 
Apostolic Fathers and occurs only seven times in the Apologists: 
“par contre, k partir de Clement d’Alexandrie et d’Origfene, 
il se met k pulluler.”^ Nor, after all, was there very much Antio¬ 
chene literature before 300. 

Certainly, if the Alexandrian yvwaig was transplanted to 
Jerusalem, it was also transposed and transformed. To name 
some of the fundamental differences: Although Cyril stresses 
in his introductory lecture* that the Lenten teaching forms 
a unitary, systematic whole, the body of doctrine presented in 
the Catecheses has not the sort of unity that results from the 
systematic use of abstract concepts or pervading master 
ideas. Cyril, although he uses the words vorp^og and aiadrpedg 
fairly frequently and had probably had some philosophical 
training, shows no special interest in Plato or Greek philo- 

^ Diet, de Spir., II, 1762, s. v. “Contemplation”. 

* ‘Procatechesis’ 11. 
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sophy or in theological speculation. He was, indeed, inflexibly 
opposed to the systematic exposition of revealed mysteries in 
philosophical terms, and his insistence on speaking of Trini¬ 
tarian mysteries in the very language of Scripture is almost 
Miltonic, except that, where Milton’s quotation of Scripture 
is marked by a selective tendentiousness, Cyril’s is traditional 
and Catholic. It is Cyril’s opposition to the systematization 
of revealed truths in philosophical terms that most clearly 
justifles the classification of him with the extreme traditio¬ 
nalists^. 

Again, in Cyril the word yvokriQ — and the same applies to 
vorjftdq and aUr&rftdQ — even though it appears to retain at 
least vestiges of its earlier technical sense, has lost much of 
its systematic content. Incidentally, Cyril never refers to 
“Gnostics”; but even in Origen’s time that word was suspect 
and was coming to be avoided. 

From one point of view the most remarkable difference be¬ 
tween the Christian Alexandrian concept of yvmaig and that 
apparently implied in Cyril is that, whereas for Clement and 
Origen the distinction between believers and gnostics, or 
between Christians of simple and of enlightened faith, was a 
distinction among the baptized, in Jerusalem the body of 
doctrine which in some ways corresponds to the Alexandrian 
yvibau; was imparted before Baptism. Certainly the Jerusalem 
system contrasted more obviously than the Alexandrian with 
the heretical Gnostic doctrine of an intellectual and spiritual 
elite favoured with an esoteric superior wisdom. In Jerusalem 
it was clear beyond cavil that all men are called to the Faith, 
that faith of its very nature aspires to perfection, and that 
all Christians form an dite possessing the supreme wisdom 
revealed in Christ. 

If at Jerusalem the candidates for Baptism received the 
yvuxxigy were there, then, no further spiritual mansions to be 
gained after Baptism? The slender available evidence suggests 

* So Cayr6. Similarly, the emphctsis in this paper on the unrecognized 
“Alexandrian” element in Cyril implies no questioning of the influence 
of the Apologists noted by Aim6 Puech. 
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that the Lenten enlightenment, accompanied by penance and 
the practice of Christian virtue, was followed after Baptism 
not only by the grace-giving and Christ-forming Eucharist, 
but also (cp. Cat. 13. 9 and the Sermon) by the practice of 
^eaygCa. This would have been in line with Clement’s doctrine 
that yvdjaig “comes vrith enlightenment” and ought to be 
practised until it becomes perpetual ^eoyqla, which is its con¬ 
summation^. 

' Paed. I, 6, 29; Strom. VI, 7, 61 and VII, 13, 83. Baptism was also 
called “enlightenment”, just as the candidates were called fpont^dfiepoi. 
In this paper the words “mystical” and “contemplation” are iised in 
a general, non-technical sense. 
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The Author’s Purpose in the Vita Constantini 

W. Tei*feb, Langton 

I would like, to start with, to leave the authorship of the V. C. 
an open question, and begin by saying that though custom 
binds us to the title Vita Constantini, it is not the real title of 
the work. Its real title is el; rov piov rov Kwvaxavxlvov, We 
need to supply some suitable noim, so as to render the title 
in some such form as Reflections on the life of Constantine. 
Of course, the reflections in question are wholly laudatory. And 
so, we can hardly better Photius’ description of the work as 
iyyM/iiaaTPcrj rergafii^^g, since we clearly have to do with 
panegyric, not historical biography. The author is quite ready 
to talk about his aim in writing his work. In I. 11 he tells us 
that 6 rfjg TwoHeifxivqg ngaypuixelag axondg (the scope of 
the present undertaking) does not extend to any of the military 
and political history of Constantine except only rd ngog rov 
^cocpdij owretvovra ^tov (such things as illustrate the 
godliness of his life). Even so, he declares, his matter is super¬ 
abundant, so that he must keep to a small selection. 

In the previous chapter he has said that his aim is edification. 
He wishes his narrative of Constantine’s devoted conduct to 
commend to his readers devotion to the service of God (<5 ^eiog 

So he writes for a select public, and one that is ready to be 
edified. It is a natural presumption that it is, broadly speaking 
a Christian public. We reach a more precise idea of this public, 
however, from a study of I. 1. Here the author tells us that he 
was privileged to pronounce a paneg 3 nic in the Emperor’s 
honour both on the occasion of his Vicennalia and of his Tri- 
cennalia. And now he ties his present undertaking to these two 
panegyrics with an agri . . . Sgri . . . vwi 6i. The V. C. is the 
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third of a series of panegyrics in crescendo. In IV. 46 our author 
promises to add the text of this Tricennalian oration, as an 
appendix, to that of the V. C. Among the works securely attri¬ 
buted to Eusebius is one entitled rQtxaeovrasrrjQtxog (Tri¬ 
cennalian Oration). Though copied as one work in 18 chapters, 
it is clearly, by its structure, two works. The first ten chapters 
are a panegyric on Constantine, in which he is mentioned in 
the third person. The last eight chapters are addressed to Con¬ 
stantine in the second person. They form a doctrinal thesis 
which roughly epitomizes the theme of the Theophania of 
Eusebius. 

If our author is, or is impersonating, Eusebius, we may 
suppose I. 1 to refer to the first part of his composite work, 
which sets out a remarkable political theory, of the Christian 
prince as viceroy of the King of heaven and shepherd of his 
people, fulfilling the Hellenistio ideal of the philosopher-Eang. 
On the strength of this oration, and its profound effect (or that 
of a movement of political thought to which it gives expression) 
upon the development of state-and-church relations m the 
Byzantine empire, we must give Eusebius of Caesarea a place 
among political thinkers. 

The reference of IV. 46 would then apx)ear to be to the second 
part of the composite TQuzxovraerrjQiHdg, since the author 
claims to have delivered his oration in the Emperor’s presence 
at Constantinople. 

If our author is Eusebius, we shall suppose that he did not 
live to add to the V. C., as he intended, the description of the 
emperor’s church at Jerusalem and the Tricennalian oration at 
Constantinople, and that some other hand combined the two 
orations of 335 a. d. to form the i:Quixovxaei:riQoc6<;. 

The question of a Vicennalian oration by Eusebius is more 
doubtful. Some have supposed that the oration which V. C. 
III. 11 says was delivered by “the bishop who occupied the 
chief place in the right division of the assembly” at the palace 
session of Nicaea, after the Emperor had taken his seat, was 
this oration. Certainly, the capitulator of the V. C. declares 
the orator to have been “the bishop Eusebius”. But there are 
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great difficulties in the way of supposing that he was Eusebius 
of Caesarea. When this session began, Eusebius of Caesarea 
was not yet released from suspicion of heresy. And no com¬ 
prehensible system of precedence would have put the metro¬ 
politan of Palestine in such a position. Dr. Kraft ^ accepts the 
evidence of the capitulator, by dint of supposing that the 
bishops ranged themselves in the palace hall as though they 
had already separated out into Athanasians and Arians, and 
anticipated the arrangement familiar in the British House of 
Commons. It seems to me very unlike Constantine to have 
permitted anything so contrary to his own purposes, even if 
it might have happened in a free session of the episcopate. 
Moreover, our author says in I. 1 that his panegyric took 
place at the VicennaJia. In III. 15 he describes a banquet 
given by the Emperor to the departing bishops as “on the 
occasion of his VicennaJia”. We must suppose even this to be 
by a slight anticipation. And there is no so great difficulty in 
supposing that Eusebius of Caesarea might be chosen as the 
orator to thank Constantine for bringing peace to the church, 
on this occasion. He had been released from ecclesiastical censure, 
largely by the aid of the Emperor, to whom he was a fit and 
necessary agent for the forwarding of his Holy Land plans. We 
have, however, no other sign, outside the V. C., of a Vicennalian 
oration by Eusebius. In the prologue to the Tricennalian pane¬ 
gyric Eusebius says “Let others who are duly qualified cele¬ 
brate the Emperor’s secular attainments for the benefit of such 
as stand outside the sacred precincts” {inrog TzsQiPdXcov IeqcIjv). 
And he continues, “But those who stand within the inmost 
sanctuary are to close the doors to profane ears, while we tell 
to those initiated into these matters, and to them alone, the 
secret mysteries of the Emperor”. So chapters 1—10 of the 
XQuxxovxaexriQoedg are for communication to baptized Christian 
alone, or even for a privileged circle among them. And they are 
to understand that what is communicated lies imder the dis- 
ciplina arcani. 

^ Heinz Kraft, Kaiser Konstantins religidse Entwicklung, Tubingen 
1956. 
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It is not difficult to see what kind of “secret mysteries of the 
Emperor” might need to be safeguarded in this way. In chapter 7 
(which reappears in substance in V. C. III. 54) Eusebius says 
that Constantine, wanting to undermine idolatrous paganism 
in his new dominions, resorted not to legal repressions (which 
would have been a going back upon the provisions of Milan) 
but to the expedient of sending confidential agents to use wholly 
illegal acts of violence against them. If this knowledge might 
greatly encourage Christians disappointed by the continuance 
of a policy of general tolerance, it could only spread alarm and 
despondency among those of Constantine’s eastern subjects 
who still leaned towards the old religions. 

Whatever our author’s Vicennalian oration was, at least it 
was under Christian auspices. And so, from his insistence on 
the series of three panegyrics, we may take him to imply, that 
one general religious character is borne by all three. The V. C. 
fulfils, and indeed surpasses, the Tricennalian panegyric of 
Eusebius in its esoteric Christian character. And we may suppose 
our author to think of his work in exactly the terms used by 
Eusebius. It expresses a secret understanding which (Constantine 
maintained with the Christian congregations, presumably 
through the hierarchy, whereby they knew that the Emperor 
had a religious aim that was not clearly legible in his crypto- 
Christian public action. One aim of our writer must therefore 
be to give such an encouraging appraisal of the act of God in 
raising up Constantine as would determine at need the political 
allegiance and solidarity of the Christian congregations. Cri- 
vellucci^ believed that our author was Eusebius, and had a 
very unfavourable estimate of Eusebian honesty. He saw that 
the aim of the V. C. was to present an ideal picture of a new-pattem 
Emperor, and one after the ecclesiastical heart. For this picture, 
Crivellucci thought that the Constantine of history served 
merely as a lay figure. It was the partisan brush of the painter 
that transformed him into the sainted paaiXev^ of the V. C. 
We cannot but admit that Constantine is sometimes treated in 

^ Amedeo Crivellucci, Della fede storica di Eusebio nella Vita Con- 
stantini, Livorno 1888. • 
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the V. C. as a lay figure, particularly in the motives attributed 
to him. For example, IV. 16 tells us that the Emperor forbad 
the erection of his image in any pagan temple. The asserted 
fact is likely enough, and good reasons for such a policy are 
not hard to find. But the reason given in the V. C. is, lest the 
mere shape of his person might suffer some contamination by 
being thus associated with impurities. The reading public to 
which could be offered such a reason was one much more domina¬ 
ted by hatred and fear of the idolatrous cults than by any other 
political interest. To say that is to describe also the state of 
mind of our author himself, who seeks to praise Constantine 
by attributing to him a ferocity towards paganism which, as 
Crivellucci argued convincingly, is not substantiated by any 
evidence outside the V. C. In saying this, we must add that 
Crivellucci was forgetting the Tricennalian oration, though, 
for him, that was just a coimterpart of the V. C. itself. 

But we can go further than Crivellucci, with the help of 
Pasquali^, and say that the asserted Constantinian documents 
which our author incorporates in his story, apparently for the 
purpose of having their corroboration, fail to corroborate him 
fully. So marked is the gap between our author’s own account 
of what Constantine did from 324 a. d. to suppress pagan idola¬ 
try in the Orient, and Constantine’s own declarations in the 
principal documents cited in V. C. II. 24—42 and II. 48—60, 
that Pasquali could suggest that there was a first draft in pure 
panegyric form, in which the tenor of documents was sometimes 
given, and that the text of documents was only incorporated 
at a second stage. This should have called for a thorough-going 
revision of the text taken from the first draft, but no such 
revision took place; Pasquali would say, because Eusebius 
died before he could give the work final revision. 

The state of mind that desired to praise Constantine for 
having done more against the old religions than he had in fact 
done is one that we could well attribute to Eusebius. The addi¬ 
tion of corroborating documents that fail to be fully corrobora- 

^ G. Pasquali, Die CJornposition der Vita Constcuitini des Eusebius, 
in Hermes, XLV (1910). 
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live suggests that they were nevertheless such as his readers 
might not call to mind, so that it would be profitable thus to 
remind them how far Constantine, at one stage, had revealed 
his mind towards pagan cults in public legislation. For this 
purpose our author could presumably find nothing better than 
a proclamation issued by Constantine to the Eastern provinces 
in the autumn of 324, annoimcing the reparations to be made 
to Christians for wrongs suffered imder previous governments. 
To this legislative matter was prefixed a rhetorical manifesto 
setting out the Emperor’s own religious attitude. It decries 
idolatrous and polytheistic cults in favour of piety towards the one 
supreme God, a form of religion of which the Christians, it says, 
proved themselves heroes. The war just ended is represented as a 
war of religion, and the proclamation seems to expect this to be 
so obvious to the non-Christian population of the Orient that 
they will expect to have favour from Constantine only if they 
stoop to accommodate themselves to an ideological revolution. 

The second principal document of the V. C., II. 48—60 
recapitulates the religious manifesto of the first document, 
with even more effort at propaganda. But its legislative effect 
is to reaffirm the policy of official toleration of the old religions. 

Crivellucci began the contention that these documents 
were spurious and the invention of Eusebius. At the time he 
drew a strong rejoinder from Seeck. But the matter seems to 
me to have been put on a new footing by the painstaking study 
of Daniele Daniele pointed to the ample evidence for the collec¬ 
tion of official documents, such as we have been discussing, 
in archives both public, ecclesiastical, and private. He built 
up a strong case for the authenticity of all fifteen documents 
embodied in the text of the V. C. Working upon Heikel’s Berlin 
edition of the V. C., and the MSS. of the Church History of 
Eusebius which contain the first proclamation of Constantine 
to the Eastern provinces as an appendix to Book X, he built 
up an argument for the best text of this document ascertainable. 
On both heads he has been remarkably justified by Prof. A. H. M. 

^ Ireneo Daniele, I documenti Conatantiniani della Vita Constant ini 
di Eusebio (Analecta Gregoriana XIII), Vatican City 1938. 
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Jones’^ recognition that the writing on the back of a papyrus 
of the early 4th century was nothing other than a copy of this 
Constantinian proclamation. And our chairman has shown how 
close the text of this copy lies to the sort of text that Daniele 
preferred. With this papyrus find, with its evidence that a 
private person might wish to keep a copy of such a proclamation, 
it becomes very much harder to sustain a case against either 
the authenticity of the documents incorporated in the V. C., 
or for anyone but Eusebius himself as being its author. 

Now II. 47 assigns our second principal document to a time 
after the Emperor’s friendship towards Eusebius had been 
established, and so dates it about 326. And Athanasius (de 
decretis Nic, Syn, 41) lets us know that between 324 and 326 
Constantine had discovered with anger that Bithynian bishops 
had not been “fifth-columnists” under Licinius in the Con¬ 
stantinian cause, as, in 324, he evidently thought all proper 
Christians under Licinius ought to be. In the same interval, 
likewise, Constantine may have discovered that the non- 
Christian population of the Orient had not been by any means 
solidly against him, and therefore deserved more gracious 
treatment than they had received. This would afford some 
explanation of the withdrawal, executed in the second document, 
from the position taken up in the first. Perhaps Crivellucci 
would not have been so suspicious of these documents if he 
had had the experience that we have had, of ideological revo¬ 
lutions; or even if he had considered how that Constantine, 
though a clever administrator, was a precipitate and impatient 
legislator. In II. 23 we are told of a letter of Constantine addres¬ 
sed in 324 to the churches of the Orient, but the text of this 
the V. C. does not give. In III. 25 the author promises that, if 
he finds time, he will collect imperial letters to churches and 
bishops. Clearly he is much more concerned to put the best 
face upon Constantine’s antipagan policy than with reassuring 
Christian readers of the late Emperor’s benevolence towards 
them. He is writing this third composition in his series under 


' Journal of Ecclesiastical History V. 2 (1954) 196—200. 
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circumstances more moving than before. Constantine was dead, 
the armies had carried out a singular form of apotheosis whereby 
government was stablized, for a period while he lay in state, 
on the supposed continuance of his autocracy, and the end of 
three months saw three sons of Constantine’s of whom the 
V. C. claims, very credibly, that they had been brought up 
under entirely Christian auspices, established as Augusti. For 
the Christians, this was so marvellous an outcome, that it 
called for some expression of Christian joy and gratitude. This 
need the V. C. seems designed to meet. Moreover, there must be 
some Christian comment on the apotheosis, even if it were 
only a Christian version of the same thing. And V. C. I, 2 
seems full of the desire to supply this, saying “we extend 
our Adyoc to the heights of heaven to find there a vision of 
Constantine’s thrice-blessed soul in the presence of God 
Himself {avr^ Qeco owowsaY'. Again our author aims (avrov 
dXrj&dx; fjMxoQvov awfivelv) at hymning Constantine as truly 
blessed. Everyone, of course, referred to the departed Emperor 
as fMxdqvoq but only Christians knew him to be iXrf&ioQ fMHdQioQ. 

In vain does Crivellucci exclaim that Eusebius could not 
believe Constantine to be the paragon of virtue depicted in the 
V. C. It is true that he rejected the story in IV. 62—3 of Con¬ 
stantine’s clinic baptism, but only when he had convinced 
himself that the whole V. C. was a tissue of lies. There is, in 
fact, nothing substantial to set against the V. C. story. And, 
of course, it justifies our author in consigning to oblivion every 
evil that may have besmirched the earthly life of one who had 
passed hence in his baptismal white. This admonishes us how 
ideology can modify historiography without there being any 
deliberate falsification. And so I may be justified in deprecating 
the grounding of chronological arguments as to Constantine's 
date of birth on the passage II. 51 in the second manifesto of 
Constantine to the Easterns (II. 48—60). 

Constantine there describes himself as xofiidfj nalg exi 
vnoQxcov at the time when he was present at a conference of 
Diocletian with pagan priests about the utterance of an oracle. 
The priests interpreted the utterance as calling for war on the 


Digitized by 


Google 



The Author’s Purpose in the Vita Constantini 


165 


Christians. “Thereon forthwith” {avrlxa &rj oHv) continues 
Constantine, persecution was unloosed. Ideology dominates 
this recital. Whatever the historic interval, airtlxa oiv is wanted to 
bind the persecution to its instigation by a demon-inspired oracle. 
And xojutdfj Ttalg hi imoQxojv was needed to exempt Constantine 
himself from any complicity with the court in whichhe was present. 
The passage cannot be pressed, I would submit, to make it 
certain that Constantine was under 18 in 303. 

The religious conversion of Constantine involved more than 
mere preference for the worship of the one Supreme God to 
polytheism. It involved a revulsion from the idolatrous cults, 
on the showing of the V. C., as at once the invention of devils 
and the continued invoking of devils. And there can be no 
doubt of the eagerness of the author of the V. C. to assure his 
readers that the great Emperor, and, in consequence, his sons, 
fully agreed in this sense with the Christian estimate of the old 
religions. So our author sees his hero as spotless. There is, 
however, as Pasquali points out, one matter in which he nearly 
opens the blind eye turned on Constantine’s faults. This is in 
IV. 31 and IV. 54. Our author does not actually blame Con¬ 
stantine, but blames the people who abused his clemency. 
Worst of all, says IV. 54, were the hypocritical Christians. 
Pasquali’s suggestion is interesting. Believing our author to be 
Eusebius, he supposed that the release of Athanasius from his 
corrective exile was the cause of this outburst. It is a case, 
only, of “it might be so”. If, then, we admit the V. C. to be 
dominated by ideological considerations, and to be, in short, 
a partisan document, we must next ask “How far can it serve 
to provide historical knowledge?” Unfortunately for so much 
that we should wish to accept from the V. C. as historical datum 
we have nothing that will act as a check. An exception is III. 
51—53. This recounts how Eutropia, the mother of Fausta, 
made pilgrimages to Mamre. Here she found a pagan altar 
and images, perhaps at Abraham’s well. A letter of Constantine 
to Macarius, bishop of Jerusalem, follows, in which the emperor 
reports the facts and enjoins upon Macarius and Eusebius to 
see that, when Count Acacius has removed the offending objects. 
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the superstitious practices connected with the spot shall not 
be resumed. Now Sozomen, whose family belonged to Bethelia 
near Gaza, was roused to interest by this pMsage in the V. C. 
He sees no reason to question it, but he has to say that still, 
in his day, an annual inter-racial fair takes place at the tere¬ 
binths of Mamre, attended by Phoenicians, Arabs, Jews and 
Christians (Ecclesiastical History II. 4). Sozomen seems to 
approve of the traditional discipline of the fair, but admits 
that pagan observances still take place at Abraham’s well, 
on this occasion, though he says nothing of altar or images. 
Thus it seems that whereas our author would make us suppose 
that Constantine’s letter banished superstition from Mamre 
for ever, he was only justified so far, that a Christian church 
there maintained Mamre as a centre of Christian pilgrimage, 
and so made it Christian all the year. But at fair-time, the old 
observances went on incorrigibly. In like manner, as Crivellucci 
showed, all the other cults which the V. C. declares Constantine 
to have abolished as immoral, are in evidence at a later date. 
On such subjects our author was clearly a wishful thinker, and 
we must beware of accepting the impression he wants to convey. 
But that is no reason for rejecting his positive statements as 
historical data, if they do not, as seems everywhere the case, 
come into collision with better attested data. For hostile eyes 
have sought diligently for such collisions. 

I ought not to close without reference to the thesis of MM. 
Gr^goire and Orgels^, that V. C. I. 49—II. 18 shows telescoping 
or confusion of the two wars between Constantine and Licinius, 
in 314 and 324 respectively. I cannot feel the force of their 
argument. I admit that if it were compelling, it would over¬ 
throw most of my argument. But I would follow Rev. P. Franchi 
de Cavalieri^, and say that our author had no thought whatever 
of the war of 314. It was not to his purpose. It did not prove 


^ Begun by H. Gr^goire in Byzantion in 1938 and still upheld in the 
same journal by P. Orgels. 

^ Pio Franchi de Cavalieri, Constantiniana (Studi e Testi, 171), 
Vatican City 1963. 


Digitized by 


Google 



The Author's purpose in the Vita Constantini 


167 


Licinius a persecutor or illustrate the piety of Constantine. 
V. C. I. 48 closes the consideration of Constantine’s youth with 
the pious celebration of his Decennalia in 315. From that point, 
the theme is the gathering clouds in the East, and ends in the 
war of 324. In Eusebius’ Church History^ likewise, the campaign 
of 314 passes without notice, while the overthrow of Licinius 
in 324 is briefly narrated. Constantine and Crispus, we are told, 
carried all before them. The V. C. is not so brief, and the reasons 
are not hard to see. By the time it was written, not only the 
name of Crispus, but his part in the campaign, must be blotted 
out of the record. Now the part of Crispus had been a sea vic¬ 
tory that forced Licinius to abandon any bridgehead on the 
European shore. So it must now be said that, after his defeat 
at Adrianople, Licinius fled across the Narrows to hatch new 
plots among his Asiatic subjects. But why, the readers will 
ask, did Constantine let him? Because, replies our author, of 
his pure humanity. Having said this, he launches upon illustra¬ 
tions, detached from chronology. Then he comes to Chrysopolis. 
In the two battles, he sees two phases. At Adrianople, Licinius 
fought for the pagan cults of Rormnitas, and had he won, 
persecution of the Church would have reopened in full force. 
At Chrysopolis, Licinius fought equally for the idolatrous 
religions of the barbarians. There is some independent evidence 
to corroborate this. And the whole makes a picture of Licinius 
struggling to make head against the ideological successes of 
Constantine that is historically plausible. 

If, as seems most reasonable, we make Eusebius the author 
of the V. C., and suppose that he died without giving it final 
revision, in the Spring of 338, the movement of his mind during 
the breath-taking events of his last twelve months in this world 
seem to be intelligibly reflected in this work. He was trying 
to interpret those events for his fellow Christians, so as to pre¬ 
pare them for their part under the three Christian brother- 
Augusti. In the drama of divine intervention for the liberation 
and triumph of the Church, they must play their part in a 
second act. The career of Constantine, interpreted in the V. C. 
was Act the First. 
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P. WoRRAiiL O. P., Hawkesyard 

The task I have set myself is somewhat paradoxical. It is 
to illustrate the true greatness of St. Thomas in the patristic 
field by an enquiry centred mainly on a work in which he shows 
himself to have been deceived by spurious texts of the Greek 
Fathers. For his greatness was not one simply of erudition, 
though in that he was far in advance of his contemporaries, 
but rather in the association with that erudition of a sureness 
of approach to the study of the Fathers based on a true under¬ 
standing of their place in theology. He was, I think, at all 
times first and foremost a theologian or, to use his own illumina¬ 
ting phrase, a * doctor caiholicae veritatis*^. His first duty then was 
to expoimd that ‘holy teaching’ (aocra doctrina) that is the human 
expression and understanding of revealed truth — and in this 
he was a true heir of the Fathers themselves, careful to receive 
their heritage and to transmit it to posterity. 

His most characteristic work is, of course, the Summa Theo- 
logiae and if we read there his ‘author’s preface’, the First 
Question of the la Pars, on the nature of sacra doctrina, we shall 
find a clear statement of the place which in his view theology 
must give to the Fathers of the Church. This is a science, he 
tells us, based above all on authority; first the 'auctoriias^ of 
Scripture itself. But Scripture must be understood in the sense 
of the Chmch. Popes and Ecumenical Councils had for him 
an unquestionable authority. After them came the Fathers of 
the Church with an authority still strictly theological, so that 
an argument based on them is indeed part of the proper task 
of the theologian, though commanding a more restricted assent 


^ Siimma ThooL, la, Prol. 
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(avctoritas pro'pria, sed j>robabili8)^. Lower still in the scale, 
and only incidental to the theologian’s sphere are arguments 
based on the opinions of philosophers {auctoritaa eoctranea) 

It is, as Professor Marrou has pointed out in this present Con¬ 
ference, the lack of such an over-all view that explains the 
almost anarchical state of Patristic studies today. 

But St. Thomas was not content merely to lay down general 
principles. In recent years a number of studies by eminent 
medievalists have shown his determination and success in 
adding vastly to the patristic resources of the theology of his 
day*. Not content with the common stock contained in such 
collections as the Sentences of Peter Lombard, the Decretum 
of Gratian and the Glosses as well on this latter as on the 
Scriptures, he set himself assiduously to discover and study 
the 'originalia\ complete works as distinct from isolated quo¬ 
tations, of the Fathers while his contemporaries were on the 
whole content to repeat the quotations which generations had 
applied to each theological topic. It was his merit to be the 
first of the scholastics to draw on the Acts of the first General 
(Councils and the genuine writings of Cyril of Alexandria. This 
we are told by the learned editor of the Summa Alexandri 
Halensis; but the same author tells us that even to Aquinas the 
writings of Athanasius remained completely unknown, and he 
quotes M. Bardy to the effect that in the Middle Ages the West 
possessed no genuine text of the great Alexandrian Doctor*. 
This is a sweeping claim and one that only years of patient 
research could justify or disprove. Certain it is that for a time 
at least St. Thomas thought himself the possessor of genuine 
material from Athanasius, apart from the 'Quicumque' which he 


^ la, q. 1, a. 8, ad 2. 

* ibid. 

* cf. e. g. G. Geenen O. P., Doctrineie Concilii Chalcedonensis iisus 
et influxiis in theologia S. Thomae Aquinatis, in Divns Thomas (Piac) 
LVI 1963; Mgr P. Glorieux, Saint Thomas, les faux Apollinaristes 
et rAssumptus Homo, in Mel. Sc. Rel., mai 1962, Chenu O. P., Intro¬ 
duction k r^tude de S. Thomas d’Aquin, Paris 1960, Doucet O. F. M., 
Summa Alexandri Halensis, Prolegomena, Quaracchi, 1948. 

* op. cit., t. IV, p. xc. 
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accepted primarily not for its erroneous attribution to that 
Doctor but as consecrated by the use of the Church. 

But as I have said, it is not only with his erudition that we 
should be concerned. He also maps out the path of the theo¬ 
logian who would interpret and apply the teachings of the 
Fathers. This he does, for example, in the Preface to another 
work which now bears the title Contra errorea Oraecomm — a 
title almost certainly due to later editors, for he begins with 
the expressed purpose of removing certain confusions which 
might lead to the misunderstanding of the Greek Patristic tradi¬ 
tion by Catholics of the Western Church. He continues. “That 
there should be in the sayings of the Holy Greek (Fathers) things 
that sound strange to our modem ears comes, I think, from two 
causes”. The first of these factors he finds in the history of the 
development of doctrines. It is clear, for instance, that the 
Fathers who wrote after the beginnings of the Arian heresy treat 
more surely of the divine essence than do those who preceded it. 
Nor is this to be seen only in the difference between early and 
later Fathers, but he illustrates it too from the shift of emphasis 
in the writings of St. Augustine when the Pelagians had usur¬ 
ped his early arguments against the Manichees to support their 
own heresy. “Hence, he says, if in the expressions of the ancient 
Fathers (doctores) we sometimes detect less caution than we today 
employ, such expressions are not for this to be treated with 
contempt or simply set aside, neither are they to be uncritically 
reiterated but rather treated with due respect and explained 
(in terms, that is, of their historical context).” This is the famous 
^exponere reverenter* which has sometimes been regarded as a 
kind of pious fraud on his part. It is nothing of the sort and in 
its context, just quoted, shows an historian’s alertness to the 
human realities behind the written word. But his historical 
approach does not end there, for he studied the early heresies 
too, never for their own sake but because he held that they serve 
to throw into relief and so make clearer the doctrine of the Church 
whose development he saw as progress along a highway set bet¬ 
ween opposing errors; heretics declining now to the left now to 
the right of the path maintained by the true teachers of the Faith. 
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It has been my privilege to show by a detailed study covering 
the field of his theological works that this interest led him to a 
more intricate and profound knowledge of the Arian heresy and 
its doctrinal origins and development than is available in any 
one work todays. But this knowledge was never committed by 
him to a single treatise. It remained always incidental to his 
theological exposition, so that the reference in my title to ‘Aqui¬ 
nas on Arianism* is to this account of the heresy which has been 
pieced together from hundreds of references scattered over 
many of his works. The main lines of the heresy were, of course, 
common knowledge in his day and available to all in e. g. the 
Sentences of Peter Lombard. But already in his Commentary 
on the Sentences, his first major work, St. Thomas shows an 
information in advance of the writer he is commenting and a 
little later in his Commentary on the de Trinitate of Boethius 
a whole series of ‘objections’ can be shown to be simply the 
setting out in scholastic form of Scriptural arguments he attri¬ 
buted to the Arians, though from the nature of the work this 
is not stated and his source is not revealed. 

It is only when we come to the Contra errores Graecorum 
that he first cites St. Athanasius as a source for his knowledge 
of the heresy, though he had earlier referred to Augustine, 
Hilary, Jerome and Epiphanius. Now in two places he quotes 
from Athanasius’ words at the Council of Nicaea in support of 
his assertions about the Arians^. A few years later the same 
source is appealed to in one of his Disputed Questions de Po¬ 
tential, But in his next work, the la Pars of the Summa Theologiae, 
in which his documentation is so notable a feature, there is no 
longer any mention of Athanasius as source for his information on 
the heresy. And though his later works, especially the Commen¬ 
tary on St. John, contain many references to Arianism and much 
information concerning it, till the end of his days he never again 


' P. Worrall O. P., St. Thomas and Arianism: the account of the 
heresy in the writings of the saint, an unpublished doctorate thesis 
written imder the direction of G. Geenen O. P. 

* Contra err. Graec., c. 7 & c. 32. 

• Q. Disp. de Pot., q. 10, a. 1. 


Digitized by 


Google 



172 


P. WORBALL 


made appeal to Athanasius as his source for such knowledge, 
although in his later works explicit references to a source are 
in fact more abundant. 

Here clearly a problem suggests itself. Why, having attained 
to a primary source for the history of Arianism, did he abandon 
it so completely? I shall propose a solution which has, I think, 
a high degree of probability and which if it is true shows Aquinas 
as no mere theorist but a faithful practitioner of sound historical 
method. 

First then, his earliest citation of Athanasius as his authority 
occurs in the Contra errorea Graecorum, Now this work, as he 
relates in his Preface, is a commentary on a treatise (^libellus' 
he calls it) sent him by Pope Urban IV, in fact in the year 1263. 
His commentary was written in 1263/4 and certainly before 
the fourth book of his Summa contra Gentiles completed in 
1264. The Libellus itself, long consigned to oblivion, was identi¬ 
fied and published by Uccelli in the last century. It purports 
to be a florilegium of texts from the Greek Fathers in support 
of the claims of the Western Church on a number of points 
contested by the Greeks. St. Thomas accepted it as such and 
though he had met with it or some of its material some years 
before his Commentary does mark a new stage in his utilisation 
of the Greek Fathers. Unfortunately for him, the Libellus was 
in fact a strange mixture of genuine and spurious texts so mingled 
that the task of sifting the false from the true and identifying 
the latter would be extremely difficult and has yet to be done. 
A few years ago however Pere A. Dondaine O. P., in an article in 
Divus Thomas (Frib), succeeded in showing that the Libellus was 
the work of an Orthodox Greek, Nicholas of Durazzo, who had 
transferred his allegiance to Rome and become Bishop of Crotona 
in which capacity he managed to become the go-between of the 
emperor Michael VII Palaeologus and the Pope Urban IV, and 
then the instrument of the former in his approach to reunion 
with Rome^. It was thus that the Pope came to submit his work 

^ cf. A. Dondaine O. P., Nicolas de Cotrone et les sources du Contra 
errores Graecorum de Saint Thomas, in Divus Thomas (Frib.) 1950, 
pp. 313—340. 


Digitized by 


Google 



Athanasius, Aquinas and Arianism 


173 


in 1263 to St. Thomas for comment. In 1264 Nicholas was the 
be€u*er of Urban IV’s letter to the emperor, and as late as 1267 
the latter still writes of him in glowing terms to another Pope 
Clement IV. Of his later history we know nothing that can be 
dated with certainty, but we do learn that having been high in 
favour with the emperor he was on^ the point of being given 
an Eastern see when he suddenly fell into disfavour, almost 
into disgrace. The cause we are not told, but it is not unreaso¬ 
nable to suppose with Pere Dondaine that his fraudulent as¬ 
sumption of spurious texts in the Libellus had been exposed. 
Whether it was discovered first in Constantinople or in Rome we 
do not know, but it seems significant that within a year of the 
last letter of emperor to pope which mentions him St. Thomas, 
then in constant touch with the Papal Curia, had already ceased 
to quote the texts of Athanasius which he owed to the lAbellua. 

Now St. Thomas had advanced from an early reliance on 
secondary authorities like Augustine and Jerome to quote 
Athanasius the contemporary of Arius. If he now abandons this 
primary source surely it is because he has somehow learned to 
suspect its authenticity. Better the witness of a secondary 
source like Augustine, whose originalia were assured to him, 
than a quotation which might or might not be genuine Athana¬ 
sius. Even now he is not restricted to later authorities. Some 
slight indication of his care may be seen, for instance, in a text of 
the la Pars where he quotes Hilary as witness of what the Arians 
had said, while using Augustine to refute their position^. 

To return, then, to the question with which I began. Was 
St. Athanasius St. Thomas’s source for his accoimt of Arianism? 
We may say at once that no element in his final accoimt of the 
heresy depends on the doubtful Athanasius of the lAbellua. His 
temporary use of these texts shows his appreciation of the value 
such a source would have. Finding however that they were of 
doubtful authenticity he silently discarded them in favour of 
the genuine witness of surer if sometimes secondary sources. 

The point I hope to have made is that in all this we are presen¬ 
ted with a shining example not only for the theologian but also 

' la, q. 34, a. 2, €wl 2. 
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for the patrologist today. We shall not see Patrology flourishing 
as one coherent discipline until it is directed by and in the inter¬ 
ests of theology — those interests which the Fathers themselves 
served — but a theology content while directing the enquiries 
of Patrology to leave it its own proper liberty, its own methods 
and criteria, and to ask of it nothing but its best. 
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La formule woO eloiv : saint Jean Chrysostome a-t-il 
imite saint Gregoire de Nazianze? 

J. Bernabdi, Besan^on 

On connait le surprenant exorde du premier discours de saint 
Jean Chrysostome sur Eutrope. Le tout-puissant ministre qui, 
aprfes avoir fait 61ire Jean au sifege de Constantinople, 4tait 
entr6 en lutte avec lui, est brusquement disgraci4 au printemps de 
399. H s’est r4fugi4 dans la cath4drale. Deux fois d6jk la foule et 
les soldats sont venus le r^clamer, mais Jean a obtenu le respect 
du droit d’asile. C’est aujourd’hui fete liturgique et la foule qui 
est venue k I’^gUse pour voir le proscrit est nombreuse. II est 
1^, blotti centre I’autel, tremblant de peur. L’6veque se Ifeve. 
n parle, et, aux courtisans comme k la foule, il park de la vanity 
de toutes choses: Maratdrrjg fiataumftayv, xal ndvxa /mraidvriQ^. 
H rappelle la grandeur brusquement ^vanouie du consul, du 
patrice de 1’empire romain. Plus il a 6t6 grand, — et il n’y a de 
cela qu’ un instant —, plus il est devenu miserable et digne de 
pitk, plus sa destine doit donner k r^fl^chir k tout homme, et 
particuliferement k ces grands k qui Dieu donne, quand U lui 
plait, de grandes et de terribles le9ons. 

Or il n’est pas sans int4ret de rapprocher de cet exprde im 
passage de la deuxifeme Invective de saint Gregoire de Nazianze 
contre Julien I’Apostat, ouvrage compos6, croyons-nous, en 
364^. Comparons plutdt les deux passages terme k terme: 

Uov eioiv ol yqa^fjLaxtxol; 

IIov elaiv ol avfjL^ov}joi;^ 

IIov al ‘^voiat xal reXetal xal IIov vvv tj hzfmqd rfjg vnaxeiag 

/Avax7]Quz; negifiohj; 

1 Eccl. I, 2. 

* Plus pr6cis6ment entre f^vrier et le milieu de I’ann^e, comme 
nous nous proposons de T^tablir dans une ^tude k paraitre. 

» Cf. Isaie XXXm, 18; I Cor. I, 20. 
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TIov ocpdyia (paveqd tb xai acpavfj; 

TIov rixw hxdfjujjv ijiai- 

vovfihrrj; 

IIov rsQarsia 7ZQoyv(oaecog xai 
arjfiela iyyaarQifiv&ojv; 

IIov Ba^v^xjuv If hdo^og ^qvXJjov- 
fihr] xai ohcovfiivri ndaa Tteqi- 
voovfihr] 6 l dXiyov xai ivayovg 
alfiarog; 


IIov de ai (fatdqal htfjmddeg; 

IIov be oi XQOToi xai ol XpQoi xai 
ai ‘daXiai xai ai Ttavqyvqeig; 

IIov oi axitfovoi xai xd TtaqaTte- 
rdojuara; 

IIov 6 xfjg TidXecog dogv^og xai ai 
h baiobgofAiavg BV(prjfi(ai xai xm 
deaxcbv ai xoXaxelai; 

ndvxa ixelva oix^cct- 


IIov be oi iv xfj XQaxovfxevoi 
Iliqaai xai MfjboL; 

IIov be oi TtqoneimdfievoL xai naqa- 
nijmovxeg xai TiqoTwXefxovvxeg 
xai avfjmoXefjLovvxeg deoi; 

IIov ai xaxd Xqumav(ov juavcelai 
xai djieiXai xai ^ xaxd nqa&ea- 
fiiav xaxdXvaig Ijfjubv fiixQ^ 
ovofiaxog; 

Oix^Tai Tidvxay biBipetxrcai^ bieq- 
qvrjxev, Svaq i<pdvrj xwv daePcbv 
xd xojuTtdajLtaxa. 

Saint Gr^goire de Nazianze, 
Invectives contre Julien, 
II, 261 


IIov vvv oi nejiXao/jLBvoi tpiXoi; 

IIov xd avfjutoauz xai xd behoa; 

IIov 6 Td>v naqaolxcov eafxdg xai 
6 bC 6hig i^fidqag iyx^dfierog & 
xqaxog xai ai jioixiXai xwv imyei- 
qoyv xix^at xai oi xfjg bwaaxeiag 
deqajtevxal, oi ndvxa nqog xdqiv 
novovvxeg xai kdyovxeg; 

Nv^ ijv ndvxa ixelva xai Svaq xai 
'fj^dqag yevofxivrjg rjipaviadr). 

Saint Jean Chrysostome, Sur 
Eutrope, I, 1** 


Entre les deux textes, les diflR^rences ne manquent pas, ne 
serait-ce que T accent, qui est triomphal chez Gr^goire, heureux 
de reflFondrement des projets de Julien, tandis qu’on retrouve 
chez Jean le lyrisme m^Iancolique de TEccl&iaste qu’il 


1 PG XXXV, 693 C—696A. 
* PG LII, 392. 
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commente. Aussi le rythme est-il difif^rent: il y a chez Gregoire un 
elargissement progressif, la voix s’enfle, exprimant ime ironie de 
plus en plus triomphante, tandis que chez Jean Chrysostome le 
passage d’un membre de phrase plus long k un membre plus 
court, la repartition des interrogations en deux series distinctes, 
la seconde plus br^ve que la premiere, donnent au ton quelque 
chose de meiancolique et d’incertain. 

L’emploi, pour rendre plus saisissante la disparition du passe, 
d’une cascade d’interrogations introduites par nov est un pro- 
cede d’ecole qui ne foumit pas un argument suffisant pour 
etablir un rapport de ddpendance entre les deux textes. C’est un 
precede ancien dont on a releve plusieurs exemples anterieurs k 
la litterature chretienne^. II semble avoir ete largement utilise 
par la seconde sophistique, avant le Moyen-Age ou il etait 
appeie k connaitre im grand developpement^. C’est ainsi qu’on 
le retrouve non seulement dans un autre passage de Jean Chryso¬ 
stome, mais encore chez Libanios et, un peu plus tard, dans un 
sermon de Cyrille d’Alexalldrie^. 

Dans son Exhortation a Thiodore a'prea sa chute, Chrysostome 
dit k son ami : IIov vvv etaiv ol fistd tioXXov fiiv rov xxxpov, noX- 
?jiov de T(bv dKoXov&oiv oo^ovvreQ ini rrjg dyoQog; ol rd arjqocd iv- 
dedvfievoi xal fAVQoyv dnoTcviovreg xal naqaalxovg xqiqxyvxeg xal xfj axrjvfj 
:tqoa7]Xa)fiivoi duuiavxdg; nov xovxcov rj cpavxaala ixeivrj vvv; Olx^ai 
rj xwv deinvoov jcoXvxsXeca, to xojv fiovombv TiXrj&og, rj xojv xoXaxayv 
^eqanela, 6 yiXcog 6 TioXvg, ^ xrjg fpvxrjg dveaig, fj xfjg duivolag didxvaig, 
6 piog 6 vyqog Tcal dvei/Liivog xal Tteqixxdg, IIov vvv dnhtxrj ndvxa ixelva; 
Ti yeyove xo xoaavxrjg ^eqanelag dnoXaixyv adj/m xal xa^aqoxrjxog; 

noog xijv aoqdv, &eaaai xriv xdviv, xrjv xicfxpav, xodg axcdXrjxag, 
xov xonov xo eldex&eg diaaai, xai axiva^ov nixqov^. 

* J. W. Bright, The aunt'^ formula, Modem language notes, 

1893, pp. 187—188; cf. R. Ortiz, Fortuna labilis, Bucarest 1927. 

* Cf. Batiouchkof, Le d6bat de Tame et du corps, Romania XX (1891) 
p. 13 sq.; E. Gilson, De la Bible k Villon, p. 4—11; I. Siciliano, F. Villon 
et lee themes po^tiquos du M. A., 1934; A. Morgenthaler, Villon et les 
testaments latins, Melanges de la Soci6t6 Toulousaine d’Etudes classiques, 
t. I, 1940, p. 229 sqq. 

* Le texte de Cyrille d’Alexandrie, postdrieur k celui de Chrysostome, 
ne saurait I’avoir influence; cf. PG LXXVII, 1077. 

* PG XLVII, 288. 
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Auparavant, Libanios s’4tait ainsi exprim6 dans sa Monodie 
sur le tremblement de terre de NicomAlie : nov vvv oreiKOTtoi; tiov 
OToal; nov bqdfwi; nov xQfpfai; nov de dyoqal; nov fwvaela; nov refiaTj; 
nov de SXpog exelvog; nov veorrjg; nov yfjqag; nov Xovrqa Xagircov xai 
Nv/jupojv avTwv, wv to fiiyurcov ofiwwfxov ^aaiXel xco ixnovijaavTi no- 
^ecog dXrjg dvrd^iov; tiov vvv PovXrj; nov drj/Ltog; nov yvvahceg; nov fiaai- 
}£iov; nov de Innodqofiog Ba^v^jcovuDV reixdjv laxvQoregog; Ovdh davkov, 
ovdev dvdkcoTOV . .. 

Cependant, Fexorde du Discours sur EtUrope est beaucoup 
plus proche du texte de Gr^goire de Nazianze que de tous les 
autres. Dans tous les passages indiqu^s par J. W. Bright, 
Temploi de Finterrogatif est bien plus restreint que dans ceux qui 
nous occupent et cet emploi est le seul point commun qu’ils 
pr^sentent avec ceux-ci. Le passage de la monodie de Libanios 
s’en rapprocherait davantage si les >cd)ka n’etaient pas si brefe, 
d’une structure si monotone, si Fabus de Finterrogatif, r^p4t4 
jusqu’4 17 fois, ne rendait pas le precede si lassant. Quant au 
texte de V Exhortation d Theodore^ n^lgre certaines ressemblan- 
ces, trois interrogations commen 9 ant par nov, ime phrase com- 
men^ant par oix^ai, une autre ayant pour sujet ndvra exelva, 
la disposition de ses 414ments et leur rythme dififferent sensible- 
ment. 

Au contraire, si Fon met a part les deux premiers membres 
de Gr^goire, citation approximative de FEcriture qui a entrain^ 
la suite du passage par la reprise du nov, on s’aperfoit que les 
deux textes contiennent chacun huit phrases interrogatives 
introduites par nov. De plus, le style des deux passages pr&ente 
quelques affinites. Si chez Libanios la plus grande partie des 
x&ka sont simplement constitute d’un nov flanqut d*un nom, 
la phrase est ici plus ttoflFte, rares sont les membres qui ne conti¬ 
ennent pas de bipartition ou meme de tripartition. Enfin, et 
surtout, ces interrogations re 9 oivent une rtponse; et cette re- 
ponse, — qui ne fait pas partie de la formule d’tcole utilisee par les 
uns et les autres, — est la meme, ou presque, chez Jean et chez 


1 Or. LXI, 17—18, ed. Foerster, t. IV, p. 337—338. 
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Gr^goire: Olxttai ndvra ,.. Svaq iq^dvrj dit Gr^goire. Ildvra ixelva 
oixexai .. . Nv^ ^ ndyia ixelva xat ovoq xal ... rj(pavl(r&r] r^pond 
Jean^. 

Jean Chrysostome n’avait que dix ans en 364, mais il y a 
tout lieu de penser que les Invectives de Gr^goire, qui avaient fait 
sur Libanios une impression assez forte pour le decider k leur 
r^pondre, n’ont pas oubIi4es de sitot de lui-meme et de son 
entourage. Elies ne devaient point passer inaper 9 ues de Jean en 
sa double quality de chr^tien et d’^lfeve de Libanios. H est permis 
d’en voir un indice dans le rapprochement que nous venons 
d’op^rer. 

' La situation est la meme aussi: les deux orateurs triomphent d’un 
persecuteur dechu. 
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Hibernian Latin and Patristics 

L. Bielek, Dublin 

The Latin literature of Ireland from the fifth to the ninth 
centirry has not yet attracted many students of Western Patro- 
logy. It is the purpose of this survey to point out the contribution 
of the Irish to the Patristic tradition, and to determine the place 
of Hibemo-Latin studies within the Patristic field. I shall dis¬ 
cuss briefly the following points: (1) the Latin language in early 
mediaeval Ireland; (2) the preservation and study of Patristic 
texts in that coimtry; (3) the work of Irish ecclesiastical authors; 
(4) the integration of Irish learning into the teaching of the Carolin- 
gian schools. 

1. The Latinity of Irish writers has certain distinctive features 
which, even though they do not constitute a definable species 
of Latin, are characteristic enough to be conveniently summari¬ 
zed as “Hibernian Latin”. These characteristics are most evident 
in the spelling of Latin on the one hand, and in vocabulary and 
phraseology on the other. From the linguistic point of view, 
Hibernian Latin may be described as a group-language (Christian 
Latin) becoming the literary language of a foreign nation. What 
makes this process unique is the fact that it started before the 
fall of the Roman Empire, at a time when Latin was still a 
spoken language. This explains the fact that Hibernian Latin 
is basically an average type of late Latin conditioned, as may 


^ It seems impossible to link up Hibernian Latin with the Latinity 
of any particular province of the Empire. Ireland, it appears, was 
evangelized partly from Gaul and partly from Britain; both countries 
have left their imprint on the Latinity of the Irish. Later there were 
also links with Spain; the works of St. Isidore came to be known in 
Ireland at an early date, jjerhaps even in the author's lifetime. 
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be expected, by the particular studies, both classical and Patris¬ 
tic, of certain schools and individuals^. 

2. Direct manuscript evidence of Irish Patristic studies is 
scanty^. The Carlsruhe and Trfeves Augustine (Augiensis CXCV; 
MS. Berlin Gorres 87) were probably written on the continent; 
the Hohenfurt Gregory (Dialogues, MS. Hohenfurt 71) and the 
Florence Boethius (Consolatio, Laurentianus LXXVIII. 19) are 
late (saec. XI and XII respectively); the Cambridge luvencus 
(Univ. Libr. Ff. IV. 42, saec. IX) was probably written in Wales. 
That luvencus was known in Ireland is proved, however, by quota¬ 
tions in Adamnan’s De locis sanctis, and even directly by a fragment, 
in a very early (seventh century?) Irish hand, which was later used 
as a binding for a manuscript of Apuleius (Cues, Hospital, MS. 171). 
The great Fathers of the West and the Latin Origen are constantly 
quoted in Irish biblical commentaries; it is not certain, however, 
that these quotations are always made from a firsthand knowledge 
of those texts. On the other hand, there is evidence to show that 
the Irish had some Patristic works of which no other trace has 
survived. Best known among these is Julian of Aeclanum’s 
Latin version of the commentary on the Psalms by Theodore of 
Mopsuestia; the chief manuscript (Milan, Ambrosianus C. 301 
inf.) was probably written at Bangor®. Sedulius Scottus seems 
still to have known the beginning of the Latin version of Origen’s 
commentary on Matthew, which is now lost. The same commen¬ 
tary contains an otherwise unknown quotation from the Evan- 
gdium secundum Hebraeos in St. Jerome’s version^. It seems 
worth considering the possibility that the Irish had also Latin 


^ The several aspects of Hibernian Latin were discussed by me more 
fully in a paper read at the First Patristic Conference, Oxford 1961, and 
published in Studies (Dublin) XLIII, 1964, pp. 92—96. 

• See J. F. Kenney, Sources for the Early History of Ireland I, 
1929, pp. 667ff. 

• So E. A. Lowe, Codices Latini Antiquiores HE. 326. The Turin 
fragment (F. IV. 1), probably written at Bobbio, may be a direct copy 
of the Ambrosianus (Lowe, C. L. A. IV. 462). 

• See B. Bischoff, Sacris Erudiri VI (1964) 203 f. 
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translations of other apocrypha — translations that have since 
disap{)eared^. 

Interesting, though not unique, is the Irish tradition of Sul- 
picius Severus. The Book of Armagh (ca. 807 A. D.) contains, 
as its last section, a copy of the Vita S, Martini and of the Dialo¬ 
gues known as Postumianua and Oallua. E. Ch. Babut* has 
proved that the Book of Armagh has a text of the Dialogues 
which must have branched oflF the common stem before the 
suppression of two passages by bishop Perpetuus of Tours, 
ca. 460, and is therefore closer to the original than even the 
famous Codex Veronensis of 617 A. D. In a new critical edition, 
which is long overdue, the Armagh text should be given its 
place*. It may here be mentioned that the Irish (biblical ex¬ 
positors, Adamnan) were also familiar with Sulpicius* Chronicle, 
a work that seems to have been rare on the continent at that time 

3. The writings of Hibemo-Latin authors® are for the greater 
part in the Patristic tradition. Some of these texts, for example 
the Irish Sedulius or Laid-cend’s Egloga Moralium Oregorii in 
lob, are hardly more than condensations or paraphrases of 
well-known Patristic works. Greater originality can be claimed 
for such works as the quasi-rationalistic De mirabilibiLS sacrae 
acripturae by an Irishman named Augustine, the anonymous 
tract De duodecim abusivis aaeculi, or Adamnan’s De locis sanctia. 
On the whole theology in Ireland seems to have been deliberately 
traditional — as was the liturgy of the Irish and their Paschal 
computus. 


^ This would be my tentative explanation of the cdleged traces in the 
Lives of Irish saints of the Greek apocrypha (M. R. James, Cambridge 
Mediaeval History III. 604—606); these traces are, however, anything 
but certain. 

* In J. Gwynn’s Liber Ardmachanus, Dublin 1913, pp. CCLXVII — 
CCLXXV; cf. also J. Zellerer, Palaeographicae et criticae de Sulpicio 
Severe Aquitano commentationes, Diss. Munich 1912. 

* In Halm’s edition CSEL 1, 1866, the Armagh codex is not even 
mentioned. 

* B. Bischoff, loc. cit., p. 226. 

* Cf. my report on the new series “Scriptores Latini Hibemiae”, 
edited by the Dublin Institute for Advanced Studies. This report will 
be published in “Theological Studies’* (Woodstock, Md.). 
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A certain originality is evident in Irish biblical exegesis. 
Such features as the pattern of locns tempiis persona or the 
naming of a person or thing in the “three languages”, i. e. in an 
often fanciful Greek and Hebrew beside Latin, have been used 
by Bischoff as symptoms of the Irish origin of some anonymous 
commentaries 

The most original Irish contributions to Latin literature are 
hymns and Lives of saints. The Irish, in their early Latin 
hymns, were probably the first to develop the rhyming stanza, 
which in various patterns became a characteristic form of mediae¬ 
val Latin poetry*^. The early Lives of Irish saints show an 
independent development of ancient Christian hagiography — 
partly, it seems, under the influence of Welsh and Breton hagio¬ 
graphy as represented by the primitive Vita of St. Samson of 
Dol; they differ firom contemporary hagiography on the continent 
mainly by the predominance of imaginative elements derived 
from Irish saga and folklore. It is sufficient to mention the names 
of Cogitosus, Muirchu, Adamnan, the Visiones Fursei and the 
(slightly later) Navigatio Brendani. Many of these texts had a 
wide circulation on the continent and must have played an 
important part in the shaping of mediaeval legend. Not of a 
literary nature, but no less original, was the compilation of 
handbooks of penance (Penitentiak), which came into existence 
along with the Irish practice of private confession and penance; 
both the practice and the handbooks were later adopted (and 
adapted) by Anglo-Saxons and continentals®. 

The most personal of Irish writers are always found on the 
continent of Europe — St. Columbanus in the sixth century, 
Johannes and Sedulius Scottus, Dicuil and others in the ninth. 
Their originality, however, is entirely individual. 

^ Wendepunkte in der Geschichte der lateinischen Exegese im Friih- 
mittelalter, Sacris Erudiri VI (1964) 189—281. 

• See F. J. E. Raby, A History of Christian Latin Poetry, Oxford 
1927, pp. 131—140. 

• This statement is in need of some qualification, see C. Vogel, La 
discipline p^nitentielle en Gaule des origines 4 la fin du VII® si^cle, Paris 
1952, and the brief but important review of that book by P. Grosjean, 
Anal. Holland. LXXm (1966) 496 f. 
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Out knowledge of Hibemo-Latin texts is far from complete. 
This is largely a result of the fact that many works of Irish authors 
once circulated under the names of the great Western Fathers, 
Cyprian, Jerome, Augustine, Isidore. Not only was the treatise 
of the Irish Augustine (if this was indeed his name) ascribed to 
the bishop of Hippo the tract De dvodecim abusivis saeculi 
is found in manuscripts variously under the names of SS. Cyprian, 
Augustine, or Isidore (and also of St. Patrick). Pseudo-Hierony¬ 
mus, Expositio IV Evangdiorum was vindicated for Ireland 
by Br. Griesser^, Pseudo-Hieronymus, In Marcum was tenta¬ 
tively attributed to Cummean by B. Bischoff^, the Irish author¬ 
ship of Pseudo-Isidore, De ordine creaturarum was proved by 
M. C. Diaz y Diaz^; quite recently Rev. A. Gwynn has convin¬ 
cingly demonstrated that the author of De tribus habitaculiSy a 
work often ascribed to SS. Cyprian, Augustine, Caesarius of 
Arles, or Eusebius of Emesa, was no other than the eleventh 
century bishop Patrick of Dublin®. Here seems to be a promis¬ 
ing field for further research. 

One general feature must here be mentioned because of its 
importance for our imderstanding of the works themselves and 
of their text tradition. One might call it the encyclopaedic ten¬ 
dency of Hibemo-Latin literatiu^. At a certain moment all 
that had been written on a certain subject and was available 
would be collected into one big Corpus; from this standard 
work individual texts or new combinations of the materials 
collected might afterwards be derived. Cases in point are Irish 
biblical exegesis and grammatical tradition; something similar, 
I think, has happened in the history of the Patrick legend and in 
the transmission of the body of Penitentials. 


^ In a recent pai)er in Sacris Erudiri VII (1956) 69—98 P. Grosjean 
very plausibly suggests that Augustine is a deliberate pseudonym, and 
that the author as well as the Carthctginienaes whom he addresses are 
monks of St. Carthagus (Ir. Carthaeh, or Mo-Chuta). 

* Revue Benedictine XLIX (1937) 279—321. 

* Sacris Erudiri VI (1954) 200f.; 267—259. 

* Sacris Erudiri V (1953) 147—166. 

® The Writings of Bishop Patrick of Dublin, Scriptoree Latini Hiber- 
niae, Vol. I, Dublin 1956, pp. 8—21. 
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Hibemo-Latin writing deserves to be studied also on account 
of the biblical text of which these authors give evidence. The 
“mixed” Irish Gospel texts of the seventh and eighth centuries, 
though professedly Vulgate, contain a considerable strain of 
Old Latin readings. The same is true of the numerous quotations 
from the Bible by Irish authors; these quotations are all the 
more interesting because they include substantial quotations 
from the Old Testament, for which direct manuscript evidence of 
Irish origin is almost entirely missing. It is hoped that this 
material will be made available in due course with the progress of 
the Beuron Vetus Latina, 

4. From the sixth century onwards a stream of missionaries, 
and later of scholars, went from Ireland to the continent of 
Europe. Their influence is attested by direct evidence, by the 
numerous “insular symptoms” in continental manuscripts, and 
above all by the fact that by far the greater part of Hibemo- 
Latin literature is preserved exclusively in manuscripts of 
continental scriptoria. The comparative importance of the 
Irish and continental background for the intellectual formation 
of such men as St. Columbanus or John Eriugena has been much 
disputed, especially as regards their classical studies and their 
knowledge of Greek Certain it is that since the later part of 
the eighth century Irishmen, often admired for their learning, 
sometimes ridiculed for their extravagant and fanciful eru¬ 
dition 2 , greatly influenced studies on the continent, and made a 
substantial contribution to the latest phase of the “Patristic 
Age”, before the rise of the great cathedral schools which usher 
in the “High” Middle Ages. 

^ As an introduction, I may quote my curticle The Island of Scholars, 
Revue du Moyen Age Latin VIII (1952) 213—231. 

* See, e.g., B. Bischoff, Theodulf und der Ire Cfidac-Andreas, Histori- 
sches Jahrbuch LXXIV (1955) 92—97. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Local Variations of Spelling in Latin MSS 
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No one will deny that it is important to take into account the 
spelling of manuscripts when trying to determine the exact 
forms of variant readings. It is essential to distinguish between 
forms which, grammatically or semantically speaking, are true 
variants and those which are merely phonetic variants due to 
vowel or consonant confusion, to say nothing of those distor¬ 
tions of the normal form due to error or accident in cop5dng. 
At the same time it is folly to expect too much and to hope that 
from the study of manuscript spellings one may determine the 
precise way in which Cicero, Augustine, Tacitus or Tertullian 
wrote their words or dictated them and to what extent an ama¬ 
nuensis spelled differently from his master and from the scribes 
who followed him in turn with their successive copies. 

Yet, how desirable it would be if we could distinguish between 
the spellings of the scribe or scribes of a particular manuscript 
and those of the original author of the text. We should then feel 
much more confident in the task of establishing the text of an 
author. The more manuscripts we had, the happier we should 
be and not, as things are, the more perplexed and at a loss to 
decide upon an orthography for our edition. 

Is it possible to make any classification of spelling in manu¬ 
scripts which would serve as a guide to the editor of a text? 
I think the answer is yes. It is not generally possible to distin¬ 
guish between the spelling of an author and that of the scribes 
in the mss of his work, though this can occasionally be done, to a 
limited extent, in the case of manuscripts of known authorship, 
origin and date, when a particular spelling which is the result of a 
phonetic phenomenon is found in company with another spelling, 
in the same text, which exhibits another phonetic phenomenon, 
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incompatible with the first one. Such instances are, however, 
few and far between, and do not serve as a general guide for an 
editor. 

There is a distinction nevertheless which I feel sure can be 
made as a result of systematic investigation. It is a distinction 
between the phonetic spelling of one region of Latinity and that 
of another, a distinction which would enable us to say that ms. 
X was copied in Northern Italy because of such andsuch spellings, 
ms. Y in Spain because of this and that or the absence of this 
and that, ms. Z was copied in Southern Gaul before a certain date, 
and so on. I say this knowing that Pirson, Camoy, Vaananen 
and others tried long ago to make such distinctions in the case 
of the Latin inscriptions and that they were not able to achieve 
their purpose, owing to the baffling uniformity of Latin through¬ 
out the Empire. In the case of mss however, the quantity of 
eWdence in a single document is greater, while the dating and 
localising of the text is often more sure than for the inscriptions. 
Let me say at once that I realise how greatly the investigator of 
manuscript phenomena must depend, at the outset, upon the 
evidence of paleography for the dating and localising of those 
manuscripts of which he wishes to study the spelling for just 
that very purpose. However, once he has made some definite 
observations based upon a representative nucleus of dated mss 
for each of the main geographical regions of Latinity, he may 
proceed to build up statistics which, by corroborating or, it 
may be, correcting the evidence of paleography, will serve as a 
guide both to the paleographer and to the editor of a Latin author. 

Certain facts about manuscript spellings have been esta¬ 
blished as the result of a preliminary investigation. As regards the 
confusion of-ci-,-<i-before a vowel, as in condicio, conditio, 'patien- 
tia, patiencia, we may say that mss which are earlier in date 
than the 8th century and which contain this confusion as a 
feature of their spelling must have been copied in France. Even 
if the occurrence is quite infrequent, say once in every three or 
four fohos, the statement still holds good. Only if the occurrence 
were extremely rare, say once or twice only in a text of consider¬ 
able length, would one be justified in saying that the ms was 
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copied elsewhere and even then we must postulate a Gaulish 
text or model. The phenomenon ci:ii does not occur in mss, 
even French ones, before the end of the 6th centuryit is found 
for instance in a palimpsest copy of an ancient liturgy book of 
Southern Gaul belonging to the 6th century (Cod,Wei^senburgen~ 
sis 76). This must be one of the earliest instances of its occurrence. 

In the 6th century ci : ii is common in Gaul and in all parts of 
the country, as far as we may judge in view of the paleographical 
difficulties in distinguishing mss of the North from those of the 
East and South. The interesting Canones Oalliae in ms, Paris, lat, 
12097 are dated in part at round about 623; they show ci:ti 
confusion as does ms. 9643 of the Codex Theodosianus copied 
probably at Lyons, also in the 6th century. From Burgundy 
comes a 6th century copy of the Epistles and Homilies of Avitus 
of Vienne also showing ci:ti confusion. 

The 7th and 8th centuries in France show an ever increasing 
frequency of while, as Mile. Vielliard has shown in her 

classic work ci for ti became the established practice in Mero¬ 
vingian charters. Not until the 8th century does the confusion 
begin to make its appearance elsewhere than in France. In all 
probability it first appears in Northern Italy, as in the Capitu- 
lare Evangelii of the Codex Rehdigeranvs of the Gospels (Breslau, 
R. 169). It is noteworthy that in the main body of the Codex, 
the actual text of the Gospels, which is of earlier date than the 
Capitulare (ca. 700), ci:ti does not occur. Spain is later in show¬ 
ing ci:ti confusion which perhaps does not occur there before 
the second half of the 8th century, as in ms. Albi 29 in Visigothic 
mmuscule. Ms. Paris, lat. 4667 of the Lex Romana Visigothorum , 
dated 828, does not show the confusion and it is one of several 
Spanish mss of the 9th century wliich do not show it. Indeed, 
it does not become at all common in Spain before the 10th cen¬ 
tury. From then onwards it is frequent in all regions of Latinit 3 ^ 

In France towards the end of the 8th centiuy a reaction set in, 
due to the Carolingian spelling reforms, which diminished the 
frequency of ciiti very greatly. Indeed, there are many French 
rass of the 8th and 9th centuries, notably from great centres like 

^ Le Latin des diplomes et dos chartes rntrovingicnnes, Paris 1927. 
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Corbie and St. Denis, which do not show a single instance of 
ci:ti confusion. Others, like ms, Paris,lat. 12171, from Corbie in 
Maurdramnus minuscule, show the confusion only rarely, while 
ornamental productions of the “Palace School”, like Paris 
Arsenal 599 and B. N., Nouv. Acq, 1203, dated 781, are complete¬ 
ly free from it, as befits mss issuing from the fountain-head of 
reform. This reform however did not have a lasting effect and 
later French mss show the confusion of ci iti as frequently as 
those of Spain and Italy. 

Ab regards the other phonetic confusions observed in Latin 
mss, we cannot as yet speak of them with the same certainty 
of date and place as is possible for ciiti. At the same time it may 
be stated that the confusions of -<- and -d-, -p- and -6- are among 
the earliest occurring in mss and are to be found in the earliest 
mss of Italy, those of the 4th and 5th centuries. We may see 
forms like aput, capud and optinere in the 5th century Italian 
ms. Paris, lat. 6400B of which the spelling is remarkably correct, 
in 8907 of the 5th century from Northern Italy and in 5730, 
also of the 5th century, from Southern Italy. In some of these 
very early mss, which are among the most correctly spelled of all 
time, there are no other confusions except occasionally that 
of -c- and -gr-, -ac- and -c-, but in others, notably those of the 
South, -6- and -v- are confused. Thus, the 5th centiuy South 
Italian ms. Paris, lat. 5730 has this confusion and it is precisely 
in the South of Italy that this phenomenon is first observed and 
there that it is most frequent at all times. In Spain the confusion 
of -6- and -v- occurs as early as the 6th century but is never so 
frequent there as in Southern Italy. I would go so far as to say 
that the frequent occurrence of biv confusion at an early date 
in mss is as positive an indication of South Italian origin as is 
ci : ti confusion of French origin. We may note that the ms. Paris, 
lat- 8907 written in Northern Italy at the end of the 5th century 
does not show biv. However the confusion in question was never 
confined to Italy, though in Gaul it was less frequent in all 
periods than in either Italy or Spain. 

A word regarding the principal vowel confusions, that is of -6- 
and -i-, -o- and --u-. These are found everywhere from the 6th 
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century onwards, with a frequency which varies very much from 
one ms to another. Indeed, it is not the frequency which is 
important here, but rather the natime of the confusion. There is 
a tendency for one vowel to prevail over the other, whether -e- 
over -i- or -i- over and so on. The tendency is a regional one, 
but its precise limits have yet to be determined. I think I am 
right in saying that in Southern Gaul -c- prevails over -i- and 
-o- over -W-, while in Southern Italy the reverse is true. There 
seems also to be a distinction between North and South France 
in this matter, -i- for -c- predominates in ms. Aulun Munic. 
Library 3, dated 754 and belonging to North or Central France, 
while the Burgundian ms. Paris, hi. 10910, dated 715, shows a pre¬ 
dominance of -6- over -i-. Other mss, like Brux. II 4856, a Corbie 
ms of a Spanish text, show a fairly equal distribution of the 
confusion. The CanonesGalliae (Paris, lat. 12097) from the South 
of France show -6- for -i- and -o- for -u- prevailing, while Paris, 
lat. 12205 and 12634 from Southern Italy show the contrary. 
The 8th century portion of the Codex Rehdigeranv^ (N. Italy) 
shows a predominance of -e- over -i-, while the Soissons copy of 
the works of Caesarius of Arles (Brux. 9850), written in the 8th 
century, shows -i- for -e- prevailing. 

The characteristics of Insular mss are well known. They 
include the peculiar -a- for -ac- which gives forms like graevi and 
iraecundia in the 7th century Aiitiphonary of Bangor. Parti¬ 
cularly noteworthy is the doubling of consonants (occuli, tollerare, 
rejjeremus) and its complement, the reduction of double to 
single (mile, imo, misa). The Bodleian’s Hatton ms. 48 of S. 
Benedict’s Rule shows Insular characteristics and, for what it is 
worth, -6- seems to prevail over -i- and -o- over -w- in this ms, 
except in the rather frequent oraturio for oratorio and clusura 
(clausura) where, I suspect, the Italian model is responsible. 
As a matter of interest, the other famous Benedict ms, S. Gall. 
914, also shows Insular influence, though of course to a less 
degree than does Hatton 48. Insular influence is common in 
Continental mss, especially in the areas eastwards of France. 

I will conclude these few remarks with a word about the 
prosthetic vowel. It occurs more commonly in Spain than else- 
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where and the Leon Cathedral ms. 16 of the Lex Romana Fm- 
gothorum (6th century) shows an extraordinary fondness for 
this particular phenomenon which however is frequent also 
in North Italian charters of the 8th and 9th centuries. In Spain 
and Southern Italy the prosthetic vowel is -t-, at least in the 
older mss, as for instance in the famous Codex Fuldensis of the 
Gosx>els written at Capua in 546. In Gaul, on the other hand, the 
prosthetic vowel is -6-, as in the earliest examples like the 6th 
century Liturgy Book we mentioned above 

From these observations it does emerge, I think, that regional 
differences may be established in respect of manuscript ortho¬ 
graphy. Not all phonetic irregularities can be localised and we 
have seen that, for instance, -c- and -gr-, -p- and -6-, and -d- 
are universally confused. Others, like the confusion of -c- and 
-ch-y -c- and -A-, Italian and Spanish respectively, are completely 
localised. At the same time certain morphological phenomena, 
which we have no opportunity to discuss here, are to be found in 
some regions and not in others. What is necessary is the syste¬ 
matic examination of the spelling of a large number of codices 
and charters. If this is undertaken I am confident that informa¬ 
tion will be forthcoming which will furnish a powerful aid to 
paleography in the classifying of manuscripts and a not invalu¬ 
able guide to the philologist in determining the forms of the 
spoken language of this or that region of Latinity. 

1 See p. 190. 
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P. Hadot, Vitry/Seine 

On lit rarement les prefaces, surtout celles des dictionnaires. 
n est done loyal d’annonc^r tout de suite que la pr^sente com¬ 
munication est une preface au Vocabulaire raiaonnd de Marius 
Vidorinua que nous esp4rons terminer et publier prochainement. 
Nous voudrions y exposer brifevement le but, la m^thode et 
quelques r^sultats de ce travail. 

I. Le but 

Victorinus a eu trfes t6t mauvaise reputation. Si de son vivant, 
Rome lui eieva une statue et retentit toute entifere des echos de 
sa conversion^, la tradition chretienne, peut-Stre sousTinfluence 
du jugement sevfere de saint Jer6me*, Toublia vite. Les sifecles 
ont passe. Marius Victorinus est entre dans la collection des 
Pferes Latins de Tabbe Migne. Mais, si saint Jerome se plaignait 
de Tobscurite du vieux rheteur remain, qu’aurait-il dit, s’il 
avait lu Victorinus dans 1’edition de la Patrologie latine dans 
laquelle, par exemple, septima simplicitas a remplawje semetipsa 
simplicitas^. II n’est done pas etonnant que Victorinus continue 
d’avoir une solide reputation d’obscurite, et que le tome VTII de 
la Patrologie latine soit encore assez peu feuillete en ses demiferes 
pages, par les Patrologues. 

Pourtant, il faut reconnaitre que Victorinus jouit actuelle- 
ment d’un regain d’interet, resultat de 76 ans d’etudes variees. 


^ Augustin, Confess. VIII 2, 3—4. 

* J6r6me, de viris inlustr. 101 scripsit adversua Arium libroa valdfi 
obacuroa qui nisi ah eruditia non inteUeguntur, 

• PL VIII, 1122c 14. Nous citerons Victorinus d’apr^ le texte ^tabli 
peu* le R. P. Paul Henry, en collaboration avec nous, en vue d*une 
Edition au Corpus de Vienne. 
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qui 86 sent multipli^es, ces demiferes ann^es. Les grandes dtapes 
de la sVictorinus-Forschungj) sont les suivantes: 

1880. Premifere monographie consacr^e k Victorinus par 
Koffmane. Malgr6 sa brifevetd, elle a le m^rite de poser un certain 
nombre de problfemes littdraires et doctrinaux^. 

1887. Article de Gore dans le Dictionary of Christian Bio¬ 
graphy. Gore donne une 6tude extremement int^ressante, in- 
sistant notamment sur le caract^re n^oplatonicien de la pens^ de 
Victorinus et sur 1* influence qu’il a pu exercer sur Augustin 2 . 

1887—1889. Etude de Dom Geiger intitul^e: Caius Marius 
Victorinus, ein neuplatonischer Philosoph. Dom Geiger recon- 
struit la pens^e de Victorinus sous la forme d’un systfeme 
d’inspiration plotinienne*. 

1895. Beinhold Schmid dans son 4tude sur Victorinus et 
ses rapports avec Augustin, replace Victorinus dans Thistoire 
de TEglise, le situe dans la querelle arienne et par rapport k 
Athanase. Surtout, il montre qu’Augustin, dans la mesure oh 
il a connu 1*oeuvre thdologique de Victorinus Fa ou n4glig6e ou 
critiqu6e, mais n’en a pas v^ritablement influence 

1905. Dans son histoire de TAfrique chr^tienne, P. Mon- 
ceaux s’enthousiasme pour la flgure et T oeuvre de Victorinus®. 

1906—1911. L’Edition critique de Marius Victorinus est 
pr^par^e pour le Corpus de Vienne par le P. J. Wohrer, qui pose, 
dans ses Stvdien zu Marius Victorinus, le problfeme de la date et 
de Tordre des livres®. 

1927. C’est la figure de Victorinus premier ex^gfete latin 
de saint Paul qui apparait dans le chapitre qui lui est consaerd 

^ G. Koffmane, de Mario Victorino philosopho christiano, Breslau, 1880. 

• Dictionary of Christian Biography, art. Victorinus. 

• G. Geiger, Marius Victorinus, ein neuplatonischer Philosoph, 
Landeshut, I, 1887—1888; II, 1888—1889. 

• R. Schmid, Meuius Victorious und seine Beziehungen zu Augustin, 
Kiel, 1896. 

‘ P. Monceaux, Histoire litt^raire de I’Afrique chr6tienne, t. Ill, 
Paris, 1905, p. 373—422. 

• J. Wohrer, Studien zu Marius Victorinus dans Jahresbericht des 
Privatgymnasiums der Zisterzienser zu Withering fur das Schuljahr 
1904/1906, Wilhering, 1906. Une pcirtie de T Edition critique parut 
^galement dans les Jalu^berichte de 1906 k 1909, et de 1909 k 1912. 
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par A. Souter, dans son livre sur les premiers commentateurs 
latins de saint PauP. 

1932. Le livre de E. Benz sur Marius Victorinus et revolu¬ 
tion de la metaphysique de la volonte en Occident, tend 4 mon- 
trer ime continuite historique entre la pensee de Plotin, de Victori¬ 
nus et d’Augustin et 4 deceler dans ce courant de pensee, 
Torigine de la conception occidentale de Dieu comme volonte*. 

1934. Une citation textuelle de Plotin est decouverte par 
le Pfere Henry dans Vadversua Arrium de Victorinus, qui precise 
dans son livre Plotin el V Occident, la liste des livres de Plotin 
que saint Augustin a pu lire dans la traduction du rhetem romain*. 

1950. L’article du Pfere Sejoume dans le Dictionnaire de 
Theologie Catholique donne un expose d’ensemble de la pensee 
et de r oeuvre de Victorinus. 

Je n’ai retenu ici que les monographies ou les etudes assez 
longues. Mais les demiferes annees ont vu se multiplier de nom- 
breuses etudes de details, qui montrent bien V interet croissant des 
philosophes et des patrologuespour V auteur de V adversusArrium^, 

La principale raison de ce renouveau d’actualite reside dans 
le developpement des recherches concemant les neoplatonismes 
grecs et latins. Les etudes du Pfere Henry sur Plotin et T Occident, 
de Mr. Courcelle sur les lettres grecques en Occident et les 
Confessions de saint Augustin®, de Mr. Bomer sur Claudianus 
Mamertus®, de Mr. Theiler sur Porphyre et Augustin et sur les 
rapports entre les Hymnes de Synesius et les Oracles chal- 

^ A. Souter, The earliest latin comment€U*ie8 on the epistles of St. 
Paul, Oxford, 1927. L’^tude de W. Kahrig, Des C. M. Victorinus 
Konunentare zu den Paulinischen Briefe, Marburg, 1925, ne nous a pas 
encore 6t6 accessible. 

* E. Benz, Marius Victorinus und die Entwicklung der abendlandischen 
Willensmetaphysik, Stuttgart, 1932. 

* P. Henry, Plotin et TOccident, Paris, 1934. 

* B. Citterio consacrait encore r^emment un petit livre 4 Victorinus: 
C. M. Vittorino, Brescia, 1948. 

* P. Courcelle, Les lettres grecques en Occident, de Macrobe 4 Cas- 
siodore, these, 2® 4d., Paris, De Boccard, 1948. — Recherches sur les 
Confessions de saint Augustin, Paris, 1960. 

* F. Bomer, Der lateinische Neuplatonismus und Neupythagoreismus 
und Claudianus Mamertus in Sprache imd Philosophic, dans Klassische- 
philologische Studien, t.VII, Leipzig, 1936. 
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daiques^ ont jet^ les baaes d’une histoire du n^oplatonisme 
latin et grec. Victorinus, traducteur des Itbri platonicorum, 
occupe 4videmment une place de choix dans cette histoire. 
L4 n’est pas seulement sa signification historique. Mais il faut 
reconnaitre que c’est surtout sous cet angle, qu’il est consid^rd 
par la recherche historique contemporaine. 

Comment satisfaire au mieux cet int^ret croissant? La chose 
la plus urgente est la publication d’un texte critique. Ce sera 
bientdt chose faite, grace k T Edition du CSEL entreprise par le 
R. P. Paul Henry et 4 laquelle il a bien voulu nous associer. 

La seconde chose importante, c’est Tex^gfese du texte. 
L’analyse, le commentaire, la traduction des oeuvres thtologiques 
n’ont jamais 4t4 faits, sauf pour les livres advtrsua Atrium I—II 
dans la thfese rest^ in^ditedu R. P. Paul S6joum6. J’ ai entrepris la 
traduction complete de P oeuvre th^ologique et ex4g6tique et 
j’espire dormer, dans ce travail qui paraitra dans la collection 
Sources Chritiennes^ un ensemble de renseignements utiles sur la 
date, le plan, la facture, I’ordre des livres de Marius Victorinus. 

Enfin, un troisifeme travail m’est apparu ndcessaire: la compo¬ 
sition d’une double 4tude que j’intitulerai: Themes et vocabulaire 
de Marius Victorinus. 

Pourquoi cette 6tude k double visage? La signification histo¬ 
rique de Victorinus et le caractfere propre de son oeuvre la 
justifient: la signification historique de Victorinus la justi- 
fie, parce que Victorinus est k la fois un t6moin et une source 
et qu’une telle 4tude foumira par le fait mSme des renseigne- 
ments pr^cieux sur revolution de la pens^e et de la langue au 
IV« sifecle; le caractfere propre de Poeuvre de Victorinus 
exige la double forme de cette etude, parce que la disparition 
d’une grande partie de Poeuvre de Victorinus et des sources de 
Victorinus, exige une reconstruction fragmentaire, mais menee 
selon la methode la plus efficace, d’un edifice spirituel dont 
certains murs et certains fondements sont aneantis. 


^ W. Theiler, Porph3n4o8 und Augustin, dans Schriften der KOnigs- 
berger Gelehrten Gesellschfift, Geisteswissenschaftliche Klasse t. X, 1, 
Halle, 1933. — Die chaldaischen Orakel und die Hymnen des Synesios, 
Schrift. d. Konigsb. Gelehrt. Ges., Geisteswiss. Kl. t. XVIII, 1, Halle, 1942. 
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Pr^cisons done en premier lieu la signification historique 
de Victorinus, t4moin et source. 

T6moin, Victorinus Test, en ce sens qu’il r^vfele un moment 
de revolution du neoplatonisme au IV* sifecle. Mais que revfele-t- 
il exactement? La critique recente a montre qu’il etait le tra- 
ducteur de Plotin et de Porphyre. Plus precisement, on peut 
conclime des citations d’Augustin (\ja*Enndade 16, 18, V1, 
et le de regressu animae de Porphyre faisaient partie des libri 
platonicorum traduits par Victorinus et lus pax Augustin^. Nous 
nous trouvons devant le fait suivant: d’une part, la traduction 
des libri platonicorum est perdue; d’autre part, les ouvrages 
conserves de Victorinus, e’est k dire ses oeuvres theologiques et 
ses oeuvres exegetiques revfelent des influences philosophiques 
autres que celles de Plotin. La plupart des mots grecs que 
Victorinus emploie sans les traduire, dans son texte, sont etrangers 
i Plotin, et meme, pour certains d’entre eux, au Porphjrre dont 
les ecrits nous ont ete conserves. Victorinus est done le temoin 
d’une evolution par rapport k Plotin. Mr. Theiler, dans son 
travail sur les Oracles chaldaiques et les Hymnes de S 3 mesius, 
a fait d’interessants rapprochements entre ces oracles et cer- 
taines expressions de Victorinus*. L’intermediaire entre Vic¬ 
torinus et les Oracles serait un commentaire de Porphyre sur 
ces Oracles. II y a li une suggestion interessante, qu’un certain 
nombre de menus details semblent confirmer. C’est ainsi que 
I’expression gemini luminis appliquee par Victorinus k Tame 
rappelle le terme ifjupupa'gg employe par les Oracles*. Mais 


^ P. Henry, Plotin et I’Occident, p. 128. — P. Courcelle, Recherchee 
sur les Confessions, p. 167; les Lettres Grecques p. 104 sq. 

* W. Theiler, Die chaldaischen Orakel und die H 5 rnmen des Synesios, 
p. 13, n. 2; p. 14, n. 4; p. 18, n. 2; p. 19, n. 6; p. 29, n. 1. 

• eulversus Arrium I 32, 1066 a 6 anima . . . bipotena enim et gemini 
Ivminia. Cf. W. Kroll, de oraculis chaldaicis, dans Breslauer philologische 
Abhandlungen t. VII, 1, Breslau, 1894, p. 11 v. 4etp. 28: dherjq dfMpupaov^ 
dihapig. Voir k ce sujet. A.-J Festugiere, le Dieu Inconnu et la Gnose IV, 
Paris, 1961, p. 133 note 2: ♦Kroll (p. 11, n. 1) entend dX)CTjg (ou dxfirjg) 
Sihapig, comme se rapportant k Tintellect humain. . . Mais tout le 
contexte montre que le sujet est n6cessairement rd vorjidv ixeivo, le 
Premier Dieut. On peut constater que chez Victorinus, gemini luminis 
d^signe Tame on sa substance, mais comme similitude du Pere. 
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ces remarques, pour int^ressantes qu’elles soient, ne suffisent 
pas k rendre compte de I’ensemble du ndoplatonisme de Vic- 
torinus. 

Un autre fait important precise la signification historique 
de Victorinus. Son adversaire arien Candidus a le m§me vocabu¬ 
laire philosophique que lui. Faut-il conclure, comme le faisait 
R. Schmid^ k un rapport de maitre k disciple, ou k une apparte- 
nance commime k une dcole ddtermin^e? 

La t&che de Thistorien de la philosophie, en face de Victorinus 
consiste done k pr4ciser, k Taide du plus grand nombre possible 
de nuances, son n^oplatonisme propre. Je suis pleinement 
d’accord avec Mr. Nddoncelle quand il dcrit: <tNe serait-il pas 
temps de s’apercevoir qu’il y avait plusieurs n6oplatonismes? 
Celui de Marius Victorinus, mfeme avant sa conversion, 4tait-il 
orients comme celui de Porphyre? Que dirions-nous d’un 
historien qui mettrait dans le mSme sac Feuerbach et Rosen- 
kranz ou Edward Caird sous pr4texte qu’ils furent tous h4g4- 
liens? La v4rit4 est que trop de donn^es nous manquent sur 
les courants d’id^es int^rieurs au n4oplatonisme de T^poque 
et que par suite, il serait bon de mettre une sourdine aux juge- 
ments massifs que nous portons volontiersi> 2 . 

Mon travail voudrait apporter le plus de renseignements 
possibles sur ces courants int^rieurs du n^oplatonisme dont 
parle Mr. N6doncelle, et je crois que le jour oil Ton aura en 
main, le vocabulaire de Victorinus mis en rapport avec la 
terminologie grecque, un grand pas sera fait dans Thistoire du 
n4oplatonisme latin ou grec. 

T4moin, Victorinus Test aussi de la controverse arienne, sur 
laquelle il nous foumit des documents int^ressants. Ici encore, 
il peut Stre pr^cieux de connaitre le vocabulaire th^ologique 
qu’il emploie ou qu’il cite. 

Victorinus est aussi une source. Je crois qu’il peut prendre 
place parmi ceux que E. K. Rand a appel6 les fondateurs du 
Moyen-Age*. Evidemment, on peut regretter la perte de toute 

1 R. Schmid, Victorinus . . ., p. 23, n. 1. 

* ap. Revue des Sciences Religieuses, t. 27, 1963, n. 3, p. 301. 

• E. K. Rand, Foimders of the Middle Ages, Cambridge, 1928. 
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une partie de V oeuvre de Victorinus. II efit trfes int4ressant 
de poss^der son oeuvre de traducteur et de commentateur 
d’Aristote, et de traducteur des Platonici, On aurait pu mieux 
appr^cier ce qu’il apporta k Rome, et Tinfluence qu’il exer 9 a 
effectivement. Pourtant les meilleurs historiens s’accordent a 
ce sujet, sur un point: son influence sur la langue philosophique 
du Moyen-Age. «Victorin, dit P. de LabrioUe, a form4 4 Tusage 
de r Occident latin, une nouvelle langue philosophique qui 
devait dtre d’un grand secours pour les logiciens et les m4ta- 
physiciens du Moyen-Age Quant 4 J. Bidez, il 6crit: tC’est 
celui-ci (Marius Victorinus) ... qui eut le m6rite de cr6er la 
terminologie dont la logique formelle — Tart de penser de 
Port-Royal — continue 4 se servir pour discipliner nos esprits^.^ 
De ce point de vue ^galement, il pent 6tre int^ressant de faire 
r^tude du vocabulaire de Marius Victorinus, afin de determiner 
du mieux possible I’influence exacte de Victorinus sur le vocabu¬ 
laire du Moyen-Age. A ce sujet, plusieurs remarques s’imposent. 

Premiferement, I’influence directe des ouvrages de Victorinus 
sur le Moyen-Age est peut-etre plus grande qu’on ne peut le 
penser. Mile d’Alvemy remarquait dans un article recent, le 
rapport qui existe entre le plan du de divisione naturae de Scot 
Eriugfene et certains thfemes de Victorinus*. J’ai pour ma part, 
retrouv4 des passages assez longs de Victorinus recopiAs pure- 
ment et simplement pax Alcuin dans son de fide, et une citation 
de Victorinus dans Hincmar. D’autre part, le P4re de Ghellinck 
a d4j4 signal^ Timportance du commentaire de Victorinus sur 
le de Inventiane pour tout le Moyen-Age*. Je ne d6sesp4re 
pas de pr^ciser encore cette influence directe du rh^teur romain, 
soit par ses oeuvres rh^toriques, soit par ses oeuvres th^ologiques. 

1 P. de Labriolle, Histoire de la Litt6rature latine chr^tienne, 1.1, 
3® Edition, Paris, 1947, p. 379. 

* J. Bidez, Boece et Porphyre, dans Comptes Rendus de TAcad^mie 
des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, Paris, 1922, p. 350. 

* M. Th. d’Alvemy, Le cosmos symbolique du XII® siecle, dans 
Archives d’histoire doctrinale et litt^raire du Moyen-Age, ann6e 1953, 
Paris, 1954 p. 39 n. 5 et p. 42 n. 1. 

* J. de Ghellinck, Le mouvement th^logique du douzieme ai^le, 
Paris, 1914, p. 175—177. 
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En second lieu, les rapports de Victorinus et de Bofece m6ritent 
une ^tude. Cassiodore d^couvre Victorinus entre la premifere 
et la seconde Edition de son livre, et s’aper 9 oit, que dans le 
programme de lecture qu’il propose sur la dialectique, les 
oeuvres logiques de Victorinus correspondent exactement aux 
oeuvres logiques de Bofece^. Ce fait est significatif: Victorinus 
a 6clips4 par Bofece, et dans T oeuvre d’adaptation qui con- 
sistait 4 mettre 4 la port4e du monde latin, les richesses des 
commentateurs grecs d’Aristote, Bofece a trfes consciemment 
cherch6 4 supplanter Victorinus. II 4prouve pour lui une certaine 
jalousie. Non content de signaler, avec raison d’ailleurs, ses 
fautes de traduction, il essaie bien souvent de le faire oublier*. 
II pretend par exemple, 6tre le premier auteur latin 4 traiter 
des syllogismes hypoth^tiques, alors que Victorinus est I’auteur 
d’un traits sur ce sujet. II pretend avoir invents le terme 
intellectibilia pour traduire vorjrd alors que Victorinus emploie 
d6j4 ce mot pour cet usage®. 

Ici encore le vocabulaire sera d^cisif. Je suppose en effet, 
qu’il y a dans Bofece, beaucoup plus de Victorinus que Bofece 
ne le laisse voir. En consultant simplement I’index de Brandt 
dans r^dition de I’lsagoge parue au Corpus de Vienne, on 
remarque, mais cette fois sur un exemple privil^gi4,1’influence 
du vocabulaire de Victorinus. On sait en effet que Bo4ce a 
compost deux commentaires sur I’lsagoge de Porphyre. Dans 
le premier, il suit, pour la commenter, la traductioa de Vic¬ 
torinus. Or le vocabulaire du premier commentaire, m6me 
lorsqu’il ne paraphrase pas le texte mSme de I’lsagoge, est 
rempli de souvenirs victoriniens: frequence de porro autem, 
emploi de magia genua 4 la place de generaliaaimum genua^ etc. 
H est possible qu’une comparaison g4n4rale des vocabulaires de 
Victorinus et de Bofece r4v41e une influence profonde. 


^ P. Courcelle, Histoire d’un brouillon ccissiodorien, Revue des fitudes 
anciennes, t. XLIV, 1942, p. 65—86. 

* P. Courcelle, Les Lettres grecques en Occident de Macrobe 4 Cas¬ 
siodore, p. 264—266. 

• Boece, in Isag. ed. la, I, 3, ed. Schepps-Brandt, p. 8, 11. 
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Une demidre remarque se rapportera au voeu d’E. K. Rand 
qui 6crivait: «On devrait 6crire Thistoire enti6re du vocabulaire 
latin philosophique de Cic^ron k saint Thomas d’Aquin^.» 
Une telle histoire qui, en effet est hautement souhaitable, suppose 
des mat4riaux que nous ne poss^dons pas encore. L’^tude du 
vocabulaire de Victorinus voudrait Stre une contribution k 
cette histoire, en s’attachant k un des chainons les plus impor- 
tants reliant TAntiquit^ au Moyen-Age. 

En r63um4, la signification historique de Victorinus 
justifie la composition d’un Vocabulaire de Victorinus. Mais 
celui-ci doit 6tre compl6t6 par r6tude des thfemes qui conduisent 
la pens^ du vieux rh^teur latin. Un vocabulaire ne pent 6tre 
qu’un instrument de travail. II ne r6vfele pas, de prime abord, 
les richesses qu’il renferme. Seule ime 4tude des themes pent 
orienter le lecteur, lui montrer les groupes de mots importants^ 
la cristallisation du vocabulaire autour de notions-cl6s. L’ori' 
ginalit4 de Victorinus, comme de tous les auteurs de son 6poque, 
reside dans la mani^re dont des themes traditionnels sont 
utilises. Mon ^tude montrera done k la fois, le caract^re tradi* 
tionnel des thfemes principaux et la manifere dont Victorinus 
s’en sert, pour cr6er une synthfese originale. 

Peut-dtre aura-t-on entrevu tout au long de cet expos4 com¬ 
ment le caract^re propre de Toeuvre de Victorinus 
n^cessite cette double enquete. Si, comme nous le supposons, 
les principales sources de T oeuvre de Victorinus sont perdues, 
nous devons utiliser T oeuvre de Victorinus elle-mfime comme 
source de renseignements sur ces sources. Si nous parvenons, 
k propos d’un nombre important de mots, k identifier la tradition 
dans laquelle ils s’inscrivent, le visage de F^cole n^oplatonicienne 
k laquelle appartient Victorinus, apparaitra avec plus de 
nettet^. II en sera de meme, si nous arrivons k d^gager, d"une 
manifere suffisamment solide, les thfemes directeurs de sa pens6e. 
II s’agit en somme de determiner des lieux geometriques, de 
rejoindre par un trait continu, tous les points precis qui r^pon- 
dront k des coordonnees definies. 


^ E. K. Rcuid, Founders of the Middle Ages, p. 313, n. 6. 
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n. M6thode de redaction du vocabulaire 

Pour atteindre ce but, j’ai pens6 qu’il ne Buffirait pas 
d’6numdrer dans ce lexique, les vocables employes par 
Victorinus, en en faisant I’analyse s^mantique, mais qu’il 
faudrait surtout situer ce vocabulaire, par rapport k trois 
coordonn^ principales: par rapport au vocabulaire latin 
classique, par rapport au vocabulaire grec ou latin chr^tien, 
enfin par rapport au vocabulaire grec, surtout philosophique. 

Chaque article se pr4sente done de la mani^re suivante. 
Prenons comme exemple le mot adfectio. Aprfes I’^num^ration 
complete des r^f^rences 4 1’oeuvre de Victorinus, et I’annonce 
du plan selon lequel les difF6rents sens du mot seront 6tudi6s, 
une courte note resume le sens de r6volution du mot chez 
Victorinus. Par exemple, pour adfectio^ ^Victorinus re 5 oit de 
Cic^ron, la correspondance adfeciio-dtMeau;, mais la comprend, 
en revetant adfectio d’lm sens inchoatif, et en 4tendant la 
signification d'adfectio parallMement 4 celle de did&eaig, jus- 
qu’4 la notion d’ordre.^ 

Le corps de Particle justifie cette affirmation initiale. Vic¬ 
torinus a trouv6 adfectio dans le de Inventione de Ciedron, oil 
ce terme d4signe un des attributs de la personne. Je cite 
done le texte de Victorinus commentant le texte de Cic^ron, 
et je montre la nouvelle nuance apport^e par Victorinus, qui 
opposant ad’fectio 4 perfection voit dans le pr^fixe od, I’in- 
dication d’lm progrfes vers la perfection. Connaissant adfectio 
en ce sens, grace au de Inventione, Victorinus I’emploie 4 son 
tour pour traduire le terme aristot^licien dui&eaig qui d4signe 
dans les Categories, une des esp4ces de la quality. Nous nous 
trouvons finalement devant un texte tire de Vadversns Arrium, 
dans lequel Victorinus ecrit, en parlant des hypostases divines: 
divina adfectione secundum actionem svbsistentiam propriam 
habenies. Quel peut etre ici le sens d"adfectio? Les emplois 
precedents nous guident. AiMeaui; peut signifier la disposition 
des choses, I’ordre; e’est le cas dans Aristote, Mitaphys. A 19, 
1022 b. II s’agit done de Vordre divin. Cette extension du sens 
d^adfeciio n’est pas seulement interessante en elle-meme. Elle 
laisse entrevoir en grec, une equivalence did&eaig — obcovopCa. 
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Adfectio traduit en eflFet did&eaig au sens d’ordre entre des 
choses. La consubstantialit^ des personnes divines est I’unit^ 
d’lme puissance qui s’actue dans un certain ordre et cet ordre 
d’actuation fonde la distinction des h)q)ostases au sein de la 
substance divine. Or cette notion d’ordre correspond 4 la notion 
d'oeconomia chez Tertullien qui oppose I’unit^ (monarchia) 
4 I’ordre (oeconomia) en Dieu. Ce terme d'oeconomia utilise 
primitivement par Tertullien et Ir6n6e pour designer I’ordre 
des hjrpostases divines entre elles, tel qu’il se r^vfele dans le 
plan du salut, ne d^signe plus au IV* sifecle, que I’ordre du 
salut lui-meme, I’lncamation du Christ. Victorinus est done 
un t^moin de I’ancienne notion d'oeconomia telle qu’on la trouve 
chez Tertullien. Ainsi 4 propos de chaque sens, et, si cela est 
n(5cessaire, de chaque emploi, je donnerai un commentaire 
repla 9 ant le vocable dans une tradition precise. 

II y aura en g^n^ral comparaison avec Cic^ron, S4n4que, Apu- 
lee, Chalcidius, Macrobe, pour les philosophes latins, avec Ter¬ 
tullien, Hilaire, Ambroise, Novatien, pour les Pferes latins, avec 
Plotin, Porphyre, Jamblique, les Oracles chaldaiques, pour 
le n^oplatonisme grec. La comparaison tendra, autant que 
possible 4 se limiter au rapport direct et textuel, ou du moins 
4 ne jamais se s4parer du contexte, de fa 9 on 4 faire entrevoir 
la doctrine v^hicul^e, si Ton peut dire, par le vocable. Par 
exemple, pour le mot acies employ6 par Victorinus dans le 
sens de regard de Tame, in Cicer. Rhet. ed. Halm, p. 155, 31—32: 
sed acies quamvis perfectae animae quodam corporis crcLsso 
tegmine inretitur et circumfvditur et ita fit vt quandam oblivionem 
sui capiat, je ne cite que les emplois latins oil le terme 
6tait utilise en un contexte analogue, par exemple, Cic4ron, 
Tuscul. Y 13 si eius acies ita curata est ut ne caecaretur erroribtis, 
fit perfecta mens, ou S^neque epist, 115, 6 si sic nos aciem 
animi liberare inpedimentis voluerimus, poterimus perspicere 
virtutem etiam obrviam, textes dans lesquels on retrouve I’id^e 
de purification ou de perfection de Tame. 

Un des buts principaux de cette recherche 4tant I’^tude du 
n^oplatonisme grec de I’^poque, un effort particulier sera fait 
pour donner les correspondances entre les vocables latins et 
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grecs. Mon travail comprendra un lexique grec oil Ton 
pourra trouver, non seulement les mots grecs employ6s par 
Victorinus lui-meme, mais aussi les mots grecs correspondants 
au vocabulaire latin, afifect^s dvidemment d’un coefficient de 
certitude ou de probability. 

Je donnerai k part, le vocabulaire de TArien Candidus de 
fa^on k faciliter la comparaison entre les vocabulaires des 
deux correspondants et it foumir ainsi des renseignements 
intyressant notamment les historiens de Tarianisme en Occident. 

Etant donnye le forme de ce vocabulaire, il ne pourra etre 
exhaustif. Seuls les mots ayant, d’une manifere ou d’lme autre, 
une valeur philosophique ou thyologique y figureront. Par 
contre, pour chaque mot city, sera donnye Uynumyration com¬ 
plete des emplois. 


III. Quelques rysultats 

Bien que la rydaction de ce vocabulaire ne soit pas encore 
terminye, nous pouvons d^s maintenant signaler quelques 
rysultats fragmentaires qui serviront surtout it illustrer la 
mythode que nous employons. 

Le phynomfene le plus apparent et le mieux connu, c’est 
Fabondance des nyologismes. Dyjit le cardinal Mai dans sa 
preface it son edition des commentaires de Victorinus siu* les 
epitres de saint Paul, avait dressy une liste dHnaudita^. Enu- 
merons simplement quelques mots: alteritas, circumformare, 
ens, essentiUis, essentialitds, ezsistentialitas, exsistentialiter, in- 
participatus, praeexsistena^ praeexsistentialis, praeezsistentia, 
praeviventiaf praeintellegentia. 

Plus que leur existence, c’est Forigine de ces nyologismes 
et la maniere dont ils ont ete formes, qui est intyressante. A 
quoi est due, cette invasion de mots nouveaux dans la langue 
latine? Une premifere cause reside dans la philosophie con- 
temporaine. La mSme invasion de mots abstraits et composes 
se produit vers la meme ypoque, dans la langue grecque. Elle 
s’imposera dyfinitivement dans le neoplatonisme posterieur. 

^ A. Mai, Patnim vetenim nova collect. Rome, 1828, III 2, p. XVII. 
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Mais on la retrouve surtout dans rherm6tisme et le gnosti- 
cisme ... Nous revenons au probl^me du n^oplatonisme de 
Victorinus. 

La seconde cause est sans doute, la conscience prise k cette 
4poque, par les Latins de la possibility de cr^er des mots, dans 
I’ordre philosophique. Victorinus, pour sa part, est trfes sensible 
aux rfegles grammaticales de composition et de dyrivation. 
C’est ainsi qu’il remarque que le mot Sfwo^tog est formy de 
la mdme maniyre que les mots bibliques iniovaiog, TUQvovaiog 
ou encore que le pryfixe d/io- peut signifier soit eitisdem, soit 
aimin'^. II n’est pas exclu que se fiant aux lois de composition 
et de dyrivation, Victorinus se soit permis de forger des mots, 
meme grecs. II ycrit par exemple, adv, Arrium III 7: namque 
'post id q'uod est esse, id est exsistentia, vel s'ubatantia, vel si altitis 
metu quodam, propter nota nomina conscendas, dicxtsque vel 
eocsiatentialitatem, vel svhstantialitatem, vel esaentitatem, id est 
VTUzQxxdrriTa, ovaidrtiTa, SvTdrrjra. On passe de la forme con- 
crfete k la forme abstraite, metu quodam, par scrupule, pour 
mettre plus de ryvyrence dans le langage. Le mot ne correspond 
plus ici k un concept, mais le suffixe ^itas dycalque de 
n’exprime plus qu’une attitude de ryvyrence. Je me suis 
demandy si cette maniyre d’employer les termes abstraits 
ne devait pas ytre rapprochye de la manifere dont on nommait 
les empereurs. 

Aprys les nyologismes, signalons les extensions de sens, et 
parmi celles-ci, ne retenons pour Tinstant que celles qui sont 
dues k un paraliyie avec un mot grec. Nous avons dyjy ytudiy 
adfectio employy au sens d’ordo, k cause du paraliyiisme existant 
dans Tesprit de Victorinus entre diddeaig et adfectio. Nous 
pouvons citer encore cancellare. Victorinus ne Temploie qu’une 
fois, pour dysigner Taction de convertir un dilemme, c’est 
k dire de faire une figure en forme de croix. Cancellare est alors 
ytendu de maniyre k recouvrir toutes les significations de xidZeiv. 
Doit-on supposer que Victorinus avait le principe de traduire 
systymatiquement chaque mot grec, par un seul mot latin? 


^ ad versus Arrium II 7; II 8; II 10. 
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Un autre ph4nom6ne int^ressant est I’identification entre 
le vocabulaire scripturaire et le vocabulaire n4oplatonicien. Je 
crois d’ailleurs qu’en cela reside I’int^ret tout special port4 
par Victorinus k rEcriture Sainte. Si Mr. Gilson^ a pu dire que 
saint Augustin avait lu les Enn4ades en chr^tien, nous dirons 
que Victorinus a lu rEcriture en n^oplatonicien. Par exemple, 
Victorinus trouve dans TEcriture, le mot angularis, pierre 
d'angle, appliqu4 au Christ. II rapproche ce mot, du symbole 
de Tangle dans le monde intelligible, tel qu’on le trouve chez 
les Ndopythagoriciens®, et il en tire I’expression angvlua trini- 
tatis pour d^igner le Fils®. Ou encore, Victorinus regoit du 
nfoplatonisme, peut-4tre, d^Enn^ade V 6, 4, 16—19 Tid^e sui- 
vante: Tame n’est pas la vraie lumifere; elle n’a qu’une lu- 
mire re 5 ue. Puis il lit dans saint Jean, I 8 que Jean-Baptiste 
n’dtait pas la vraie lumifere. Il rapproche le mot lumifere dans 
Plotin (sans doute) et dans saint Jean, et il conclut: Jean- 
Baptiste est la figure de I’ame^. Cette ex^gfese se retrouve chez 
saint Augustin®. On pourrait encore citer d’autres exemples: 
forma de Philippiens 2,5 compris en un sens philosophique®, 
flumen, image n4oplatonicienne pour designer le courant de 
vie se r^pandant dans Tunivers, rapproche de Gen&se II 10 
qui inrigat totam terram^. 

Cette contamination des sens chr^tiens et n^oplatoniciens 
des mots correspond k une attitude tr^ sp^ciale de Victorinus 
et d’une manifere g^n^rale des Anciens k Tigard des mots. Le 
raisonnement porte sur des mots precis: il n’est pas indifferent 
d’employer tel ou tel mot dans tel ou tel contexte, car les mots 
ont une valeur sacr^e. Si done Ton trouve les mSmes mots dans 

^ E. Gilson, compte-rendu du livre de P. Alfaric, L’^volution intellec- 
tuelle de saint Augustin, dans Revue philosophique, nov. d6c. 1919, 
p. 603. 

* Cf. Proclus, in Eucl. elem. defin. IX 128, 26: ycovlav avfipoXov 

tlval qxifjiev xal ebedva rfj^ awoxfjq xr\Q iv rolg deloiq yiveai; Oracl. Chald. 
20: t 6 fiiaow xivTQOP rrjg voegdg TQiddoQ, 

* adv. Ait. I 66, 1083 a 16. 

* adv. Arr. I 66, 1083 a 10. 

» Confess. VII 9, 13, 8. 

* in Philipp, n 6, 1207 b 8. 

’ adv. Arr. I 47, 1077 a 13. 
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TEcriture et dans tel texte n^oplatonicien, Victorinas conclut 
k one similitude de pens^e. 

Ce culte de Verbe est un aspect trfes important de la pens4e 
antique, chr^tienne ou profane. II faut nommer Dieu et le 
Christ suivant une tradition et ne pas changer leurs noms: 
inmutare nominal. Dans ime communication k ce meme con- 
grfes, nous rapprochions le raisonnement th^ologique du raison- 
nement juridique, tous deux consistant, nous semblait-il a 
faire rayonner sur des termes ou des expressions nouvelles, le 
caract^re sacr4 de termes ou d'expressions re 9 ues. Ce que nous 
disons maintenant du culte du Verbe complete ce que nous 
disions du caractfere juridique (au moins pour la forme) du 
raisormement th^ologique. Le simple mot dicere a chez Vic¬ 
torinas, le sens de confesser la foi, d’^noncer un credo^, 

Cette constatation l^gitimerait k elle seule, la composition 
d’un vocabulaire de Victorinas. «I1 n’est pas hors de propos 
de scruter les syllabes»^, comme disait saint Basile. Chaque 
mot de Victorinas a 4t4 choisi avec respect, peut-6tre avec 
amour. II n’est peut-etre pas hors de propos, pour nous autres 
modemes, de nous rappeler nous-mdmes au respect des mots. 

^ Lettre des 4veques de Rimini k Constcince, dans Hilaire, Opera 
t. IV, ed. A. Feder, CSEL 66, Vienne 1916, p. 88, 3. 

* par exemple, adv. Arr. II 7 passim. • 

* Basile, de spiritu sancto, I 2 (PG 32, 69 B): «... la parole est au prin- 
cipe de tout enseignement et la pcu'ole se compose de syllabes et de 
mots ...» (trculuction B. Pruche, collection Sources chr^tiennes, Paris, 
1946, p. 107). 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



De lectis non lecta conponere (Mariiis Yictorinus, 
adversus Arrium II 7) 

Raisonnement theologicjue et raisonnement juridique 

P. Hadot, Vitry/Seine 

La communication pr^sente n’a pas pour but de pr&enter 
une throne sur les origines du raisonnement tWologique, mais 
de poser simplement une question aux historiens de la mdthode 
th^ologique. 

La question que nous posons est soulevde par le fait suivant: 
la formule de Marius Victorinus, adv. Arrium, II 7: de lectia 
non hrta conponere est certainement inspirde de la formule 
par laquelle Cicdron, de inventione, II 50, 152 ddcrit la ratio- 
cinatio legalis, le syllogisme Idgal: ex eo quod scriptum sit ad 
id quod non sit scriptum pervenire. II nous faut done d’abord 
6tablir le rapport entre les deux formules, ensuite, poser la 
question qu’un tel fait ne pent manquer de susciter. 

I. Le rapport de la formule 
de Victorinus avec celle de Ciedron 

La formule de lectis non lecta conponere rdpond k Tobjection 
bien connue des homdens et des homdousiens centre le mot 
homoousios: ce mot ne se lit pas dans TEcriture^. Dans le 
traitd sur Vhonuxmsios que Ton nomme commimdment le second 
livre adversus Arrium, Victorinus s’adresse ^l des homdens latins 
qui disent, selon les termes que Victorinus rapporte: 

«Le terme homoousios lui-meme ne se lit pas dans TEcriture; 
or tout ce que nous confessons doit se lire dans TEcriture^.^ 

^ Hil., de syn. 11 quod nec in divinia acripiuria coniineatur, 

* Marius Victorinus, eAv, Arr. II 7 (nous citons d’apres le texte de 
Tuition critique pr^par^e par le Pere Henry, avec notre collaboration, 
^rintention du Corpus de Vienne): Atenim hoc ipaum dfioownov lectum 
non eat. Omnia enim quae dicinvua lecta aunt. 
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Victorinus leur r^pond d’abord, qu’eux-m6mes emploient 
dans leur profession de foi, des expressions non-scripturaires: 

«Je m’adresse k vous, parce que d4j& vous confessez au 
sujet de Dieu, qu’ilest lumifere ou esprit. Vous dites done: Dieu 
de Dieu, Esprit de Tinvisible Esprit, vraie lumifere 
de vraie lumifere, tous noms qui sont les iTuxndaeig de Dieu. 
Mais lorsque vous appelez le Christ: Dieu de Dieu, lumi^re 
de lumifere, ou avez-vous lu cela tel quel? Ou bien, est-oe que 
par hasard, vous auriez le droit, vous, d’employer ainsi ces 
expressions, qui, remarquons-le, prouvent Vhomoowios, et nous 
n’aurions pas le droit, nous, de confesser Vhomoousios lui-meme? 
Mais si vous dites: lumifere de lumifere, parce que Dieu dans 
rEcriture est dit lumi^re et le Christ aussi, et (Dieu de Dieu) 
parce que le Pfere est Dieu et le Christ aussi, sans doute, e’est 
une chose 4vidente, mais Dieu de Dieu ne se lit pas en toutes 
lettres dans FEcriture, pas plus que lumifere de lumi^re. 
Pourtant, il a 6t6 permis de tirer ces expressions de rEcriture 

Victorinus revendique done le meme droit: 

<(Qu’il nous soit done permis de composer avec les expres¬ 
sions de I’Ecriture, des expressions qui ne sont pas 
dans TEcriture^j) 

Tel est le contexte de Texpression de lectis non lecta con- 
ponere, En void Tapplication: la composition d’expressions 
nouvelles doit ob^ir k la loi de I’analogie: 

«Vous niez que Vhomoousios se lise dans FEcriture? Mais 
si, dans FEcriture, se rencontrent des termes semblables ou de 


^ ibid.: Vohia dico, quia iam fatemini de deo vel quod lumen ait, vel 
quod apirUua. Dicitia ergo: de deo deum, de inviaihili apiriiu apiri- 
turn, et verum lumen de vero lumine, quae aurU ^oardaetq dei. 
Verum cum dicitia Christum deum de deo, lumen de lumine et 
talia, ubi aic legistisf An vohia licet aic dicere, unde magia dfioofhusp 
probatur, nobia dicere d/ioovaior non licehitf Verum ai ideo dicitia lumen 
de lumine, quia et deua lumen dictua et Christua lumen, et item, et pater 
deua et Chriatua deus dictua, id quidem manifeatum, verum, deum de 
deo non lectum, nec lumen de lumine. At licuit aumere. 

* ibid.: Liceat ergo de lectia non lecta conponere. 
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derivation semblable, au mSme titre qu’eux, nous devrons 
accueillir ce derive 

Victorinus montre ensuite que rEcritur© sainte contient 
des derives d^ovata, tels hciovaiog et Tiegio^tog. Et il poursuit: 

«Donc, nous venons de lire dans FEcritur©, des termes qui, 
tous, sent des derives d'ovala. C’est d'ovaia aussi qu’a ete 
forme par composition, Sfwovatogy k propos de Dieu et du 
Christ. Et ce term© ne contredit pas k Fanalogie. D’un© part, 
il contient ovata comme les noms precedents; d’autre part, il 
a ete derive de la rndme manifere^.j) 

L’argumentation de Victorinus est facile k comprendre. Il 
affirm© Fanalogie entre 1© term© homoousioa et Fexpression deum 
de deOy tous deux, deduits de FEcriture Sainte, ©t d© mSme 
entre le term© homoousioa et d’autres derives d'ovaui ceux-l^l, 
scripturaires. 

Or cett© argumentation, et la formul© qui la resume: de lectis 
non lecta conponere correspondent ©xactement aux termes et k 
Fenseignement de Ciceron, de inventione, II 50,148—153 concer- 
nant la ratiocinatio legalis, une des formes de controverse legale. 

Soulignons d’abord le rapport textuel: 


Marius Victorinus Ciceron, de inventione 


adv. Arr. 

in Cic. 




nv 

Bhet.^ II50 

1148, 148 

II 50, 148 

II 50,152 

de lectis 

ex eo quod 

ex scripto 

ex eo quod 

ex eo quod 


scriptumeat 


uspiam eat 

scriptum ait 

nonlecta 

id quod 

non scriptum ad id quod 

ad id quod 


acripium 


nusqvxim 

non ait 


non est 


scriptumeat scriptum 

conponere 

coUigitur 

inducere 

venitur 

pervenire 


^ ibid.: dfwownov lectum negatiaf Sed si aliqua similia, vel similiter 
denomiruxta lecta sunt, iure pari et istud denominatum accipere debemus, 

* ibid.: ergo lecta sunt omnia, denominata ab oMqt. Hinc itaque 
conpositum dfiooiknop, de deo et Christo, quod et ab rations rum est alienum, 
Habet enim oikylap quam habent supeorira rumiina et eodem modo denomi- 
fuUum est. 

• Ed. Hahn, Rhetores Latini Minores, Leipzig, 1863, p. 299, 11—12. 
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Les trois textes de Cic^ron repreiment avec quelques variantes 
la meme formule. Nous avons introduit dans la comparaison 
la paraphrase que Victorinus lui-meme donne de la formule 
cic^ronienne dans son commentaire sur le de InverUione. 

La difference entre la formule de Victorinus et celle de 
Cicdron ne porte que sur deux mots: lectum au lieu de scri'ptum, 
et con'ponere au lieu des expressions ciceroniennes, inducere, 
veniiury pervenire. 

L’identite scriptum-lectum est facile a prouver. L’objection 
homdenne est presque toujours formuiee, en employant scriptum 
au lieu de lectum^ par exemple, dans la lettre des eveques reimis 
k Rimini, adressee k Fempereur Constance: indignum deo 
nomen quod nusquam in legibus sanctis scriptum est^. 

Quant au rapport qui existe entre conponere et les expressions 
cicdroniennes, le determiner reviendra k montrer I’identite 
du raisonnement de Victorinus avec la description cicdronienne 
de la ratiocinatio legalis. 

La ratiocinatio legalis est une des controverses Idgales prevues 
par la rhetorique grecque^, c’est k dire des controverses qui 
portent, non sur un fait, mais sur un texte. EUe a lieu, par 
exemple, quand im cas n’est pas prdvu express^ment par la loi. 
Ainsi la loi n’interdit pas k un parricide, de faire un testament, 
lorsqu’il a dte condanmd^. Mais, s’il le fait, on pourra en atta> 
quer la validite, en s’appuyant k la fois, sur les lois qui limitent 
la capacity juridique du condamne pour parricide, et sur celles 
qui r^gissent les testaments. Mais puisque le cas n’a pas ete 
pr^vu express^ment par la loi, on ne pourra s’appuyer que sur 
une similitude entre Facte juridique que represente le testament 


^ Lettre des ^veques de Rimini k Constance, dans Hilaire, Opera 
t. IV, CSEL 66, 6d, A. Feder, Vienne 1916, p. 87, 17. 

* cf. W. Kroll, Rhetorik dans Pauly-Wissowa, Suppl. VII, 1940, 
p. 1092, 24. 

* C’est I’exemple meme donn6 par Cic6ron, de inventione, II 50, 
148. Cf. J. Stroux, Romische Rechtswissenschaft imd Rhetorik, Pots¬ 
dam, 1949, p. 39—40 qui cite p. 40, n. 68, Julianus, D. 1, 3,12 Non 
possunt omnes ariiculi singiUatim aut legibus aut senatus consultis com- 
prehendi sed cum in aliqua causa sententia eorum manifesta est, is qui 
iurisdictioni praeest, ad similia procedere cUque ita ius dicere debet. 
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et d’autres actes juiidiques interdits par la loi. Un tel raisonne- 
ment suppose que la loi exerce son autorit^, non seulement sur 
les cas qu’elle pr^voit express^ment, mais encore sur les cas 
semblables. 

Cic^ron appelle done ce raisonnement, ratiocinatio. La rh^tori- 
que latine TappeUe traditionnellement collectio, terme choisi 
par Rutilius et Celsus, nous dit Quintilien^, pour traduire 
avUoyuTfidg. Victorinus connait aussi bien la terme grec que 
sa traduction habituelle*. Raisonner selon ce mode, e’est pour 
lui syllogistice tractare^. II sait 6galement, peut-etre par Mar- 
comannus que la ratiocinatio legalis peut se faire a similiy a 
conseqnentiy a maiore, etc.*, e’est k dire en arguant de la simili¬ 
tude des cas, ou des rapports de consequence, d’implication 
qui peuvent les caracteriser. Le syllogisme legal peut done 
prendre plusieurs formes; par exemple: 

r Ce qui est semblable k A est present par la loi qui pres¬ 
ent A. 

Or B est semblable k A 

Done B est present par la loi qui present A 

2° A et B sont presents par deux lois. 

Or de A et B on deduit legitimement C 

Done C est present en vertu des deux lois qui prescri- 

vent A et B, 

La discussion peut done porter, soit sur la similitude entre 
A et B, soit sur la 14gitimit4 de la consequence qui deduit 
C, soit sur la legitimite de I’extension de la loi aux cas semb¬ 
lables. 

Les lieux communs conseilies par Ciceron k celui qui fait 
une ratiocinatio legalis sont notamment les suivants: faire 
une comparaison entre ce qui est certain dans la loi, et le point 

' Quint. Ill 6, 43. 46; IX 2, 103 collectionem (poau^rurU schema 
ButUius et Celsus) qui apud ilium (Qorgian) est 

* Victorinus, in Cicer. Rhetor. II 60, 299, 10 ratiocinatio syllogismus 
dicitur; I 12, 193, 24 collectio sive ratiocinatio. 

• In Cicer. Rhetor. II 48, 297, 24. 

« ibid, n 50, 299, 14. 
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en question, de fa 9 on k en faire ressortir la similitude; se de- 
mander avec ^tonnement, comment il pent se faire qu’une 
chose soit consid4r6e comme juste, tandis que le point en 
question n’est pas consid6r6 comme tel, aJors qu’il est plus 
juste, ou du moins, aussi juste Or nous retrouvons ces deux 
lieux communs dans Fargumentation th^ologique de Victorinus 
que nous avons rapports plus haut. Tout se passe comme si 
Victorinus reprenait les premisses de ses adversaires pour en 
tirer des consequences oppos^es: TEcriture est la loi qui present 
de quelle manifere il faut parler de Dieu. Si done TEcriture 
present les termes A et B, et que d’autre part, C est la cons6- 
quenee legitime de A et B, C est 6galement present par TEeri- 
ture. Comme Cic^ron le conseille, Vietorinus s’etonne done que 
ses adversaires considferent comme legitime Texpression lumen 
de lumine, alors qu’ils refusent le point en question: le terme 
homoomios. Son argumentation est la suivante: vous avez 
raison d’admettre lumen de lumine, Mais vous Tadmettez en 
vertu d’un syllogisme legal dans lequel vous composez les 
expressions legitimes suivantes: Dieu est lumifere et le Christ 
aussi; or le Christ est de Dieu; done le Christ est lumifere de 
lumifere. C’est vrai mais vous avez fait un raisonnement en 
passant de deux expressions «l^gales» k une troisifeme qui ne 
Test pas, mais s’en d^duit l^gitimement. H y a done similitude 
entre Fexpression lumifere de lumifere et le terme homoousios. 
De meme, Victorinus suit les conseils de Cic^ron, lorsqu’il 
montre la similitude qui existe entre homoousios et les d^riv^s 
d'ovola qui se trouvent dans FEcriture. La 16gitimit^ de 
ces d4riv4s s’^tend k homoousios^ d6riv6 de la memo maniere. 

Mais le terme conyonere employ^ par Victorinus et different 
de iuducere^ ou pervenire employes par Cic6ron ne trahit-il pas 
des preoccupations plus grammaticales que juridiques? Vic¬ 
torinus pense-t-il k un raisonnement qui compose des proposi¬ 
tions, ou k une operation purement grammaticale, qui forge des 
mots nouveaux en ajoutant des prefixes k un radical? Nous 
pensons que les deux demarches sont identifiees. Ici composer 


^ Cic. de invent. II 50, 150. 
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un terme, c’est faire nn raisonnement. Le nom du Christ est 
I’attribut, le pr^dicat d’une conclusion. Lumen de lumine qui 
pourrait ne former qu’un seul mot est im attribut du sujet 
Christ et est d^couvert par composition des attributs de (Deo) 
et lumen. H est trfes int^ressant de voir comment la composition 
de mots nouveaux est ainsi assimil^e k une demarche syllogisti- 
que. n est ^galement frappant de voir que si Cic^ron et Vic- 
torinus emploient, le premier pervenire, le second conponere 
pour designer Fop^ration logique du syllogisme 16gal, ils em¬ 
ploient 4galement, le premier addttcerey le second coniungere pour 
d&igner le raisonnement en g6n6ral. Cic^ron retient une defini¬ 
tion du raisonnement qui insiste sur le mouvement de Tesprit: 
ratio quae ex rebus perceptis ad id quod non percipiebatur adducit^. 
On remarquera d’ailleurs la similitude de cette definition avec 
celle de la ratiocinatio legalia rapportee plus haut: il suffit de 
remplacer perceptum par scriptum pour obtenir la meme formule. 
Victorinus au contraire retient une definition du raisonnement 
qui le con 9 oit comme une conjonction d’attributs dans un 
meme sujet: qualitates cum sibi conveniunt faciunt argumentum ... 
qvxmiam similes sibi non sunt istae qualitates, coniunctae in unum 
non jaciunX argumentum^, 

L’emploi de conponere par Victorinus pour designer le passage 
des lectis aux non lecta n’ajoute done qu’une nuance k la formule 
de Ciceron. L’argumentation thdologique de Victorinus en 
adversus Atrium II 7 est bien ime ratiocinatio legalis. 


II. Raisonnement thdologique et raisonnement juridique 

Dans son article, la Bible et la Thdologie, le Pfere Paul Henry 
a dit que la formule de lectis non lecta conponere etait «la loi 
de toute theologie»*. II est exact que le raisonnement thdologi- 
que doit partir d’une majeure qui soit un lectum, pour aboutir 
k un non lectum valable, par Finteirnddiaire soit d’un autre 


^ Cic. Lucullns, 8, 26. 

* In Cicer. Rhetor. I 29, 232, 12. 23. 

* ap. Initiation biblique, nouv. Paris, Descl^e, 1954, p. 983. 
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lectum, soit d’lin 6nonc6 ratioimellement compatible avec la 
majeure. Mais il peut etre int^ressant de remarquer que la 
formule elle-meme est empnmt^e au syllogisme 16gal. 

Une comparaison pourrait etre instaur^e, en consequence, 
entre revolution de la theologie et revolution du droit. Le 
caractere specifique du syllogisme legal devrait etre compare 
avec le caractere specifique du syllogisme theologique. Des 
deux cotes, on retrouverait le meme souci de progrfes dans la 
continuite. Des deux cotes, on trouverait une operation logique 
d’lm caractere tout particulier, puisque la majeure et la con¬ 
clusion de ces syllogismes n’ont pas simplement une valeur de 
verite, mais une valeur d’obligation. Un tel problfeme depasse 
notre competence et le cadre de cette etude. Contentons-nous 
de verser k ce dossier, un certain hombre de remarques sus- 
ceptibles d’etre utilisees par ceux que le problfeme interesserait. 

Dans un recent article, Mr. D. Daube a souleve im probldme 
analogue k celui-ci, en comparant les methodes rabbiniques d’in- 
terpretation avec la rhetorique heUenistique et entre autres, avec 
la ratiocinatio legalist. En dehors mSme de I’interet que son 
etude presente pour rhistoire de rexegfese, nous pouvons y 
glaner les faits suivants. L’expression iura condere qui evoque 
une idee de creation, de construction semble employee dans 
les Institutes de Gains 4, 30 pour designer Taction d’interpreter 
la loi^. Le terme ius civile est employe pour designer le corpus 

^ D. Daube, Rabbinic methods of interpretation and Hellenistic 
Rhetoric, dans Hebrew Union College Annual XXII, 1949, p. 239—264. 
Voir egalement du meme auteur, deux cui^icles preparant cette 6tude 
dana Law Quarterly Review LII 1936, 163—268 et Journal of Roman 
Studies 1948, p. 113—117. Sur le meme sujet, voir aussi S. Liebermann, 
Hellenisme in Jewish Palestine, New York, 1960, p. 47—82, notamment 
p. 64—68. au XIX® siecle, M. Joel avait soulev6 ce problems dans 

Blicke in die Religionsgeschichte zu Anfang des zweiten Jedirhunderts, 
2 vol., Breslau-Leipzig, 1880—1883, t. Ip. 38: will man daher fur die 
halckshische Exegese jener Talmudlehrer eine Analogie, so ist sie nicht 
in der Alexandrinischen Art, die Texts zu behandeln, zu finden, sondem 
weit eher in der Art, wie die romischen Rechtslehrer dem Zwolfbcdel- 
gesetze gegeniiber procedirten, et il cite en note, p. 39 n. 1 les Institutes de 
Gaius, 1166 non quia nominatim ea Uge de hoc tiUela cavetur, sed quia proinde 
accepta est per interpretationem aJtque si verbis legis introducta esset, 

* D. Daube, Rabbinic methods, p. 247, n. 27. 
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iuris d6velopp6 par rinterpr6tation, dans Digeste, 1, 2, 2, 12 iu8 
civile quod sine acripto in sola prudentium interpretations 
consistit^. H y aurait la m^me opposition entre Bible et th6o- 
logie, qu’entre lex et ius civile. 

Peut-etre parviendra-t-on k trouver d’autres expressions et 
d’autres conceptions qui r^vfeleraient une parents de forme 
logique, entre le raisonnement thtologique et le raisonnement 
juridique. Une telle parents de forme signifierait-eUe que les 
th^ologiens ont eu ou auraient une mentality de juriste? Evidem- 
ment non. H s’agit seulement d’lme analogie entre des demarches 
intellectuelles. Toutefois, certains indices nous feraient facile- 
ment penser que les hom^ens, adversaires de Victorinus, seraient 
peut-etre des t^moins d’une confusion entre th^ologie et juris¬ 
prudence. Leur volont6 de s’en tenir k la lettre de TEcriture 
s’exprime dans des termes de juriste: indignum deo nomen quod 
nusquam in legibua sanctis scriptum est^. La declaration 
de Fempereur Constance rapport^e par saint Hilaire rend le 
meme son: nolo verba quae non scripta sunt dici^. H n’est 
pas impossible que Fintervention imperiale dans les matiferes 
dogmatiques ait provoque ime sorte d’assimilation de FEcri- 
ture sainte, avac les leges romaines. Dans cette perspective, 
la promulgation du Credo date s’expliquerait (22 mai 359). 
Si cette maniere de dater une profession de foi par la mention 
du jour et des noms des consuls put provoquer les sarcasmes 
des orthodoxes, pour les homeens, elle n’etait qu’ime maniftre 
de se conformer k la prescription de Constantin concemant la 
validite des edits: si qtui posthac edicta sive constitutiones sine 
die et consuls fv^rint deprehensae, auctoritate careant^. Peut- 
etre d’autres faits viendront-ils confirmer FLypothfese que nous 
proposons: Fapplication des methodes juridiques aux matieres 
dogmatiques sous Finfluence imperiale. 

Mais, si nous revenons au probieme de la forme du raisonne¬ 
ment theologique, nous nous apercevrons que la parente de 

^ D. Daube, Rabbinic methods, p. 247, n. 29. 

* Lettre dee ^veques de Rimini k Constance (359) dans Hilaire, Opera 
t. IV, CSEL 66, ed. A. Feder, Vienne, 1916, p. 87, 17. 

* Hilaire, contra Constant. 16, PL 10, 694 a. 

* Cod. Theodos. I 1 de constitut. 1 ai qua posthac edita . . . 
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forme entre raisonnement th4ologique et raisonnement juridique 
d’interpr^tation des lois n’est que partielle. Plus exactement, 
et plus pr6cis6ment chez Victorinus, de m§me que la ratiocinatio 
legalis n’est qu’une espfece de controverses parmi d’autres, de 
mSme le raisonnement th4ologique tel qu’il a 4t6 d^crit fait 
partie d’un ensemble plus vaste. La m^thode th^ologique de 
Victorinus distingue deux demarches de pens4e: la ratio qui, 
si Ton peut dire 6tablit im fait m^taphysique, par exemple, la 
consubstantialit6 entre Vesse et Togrere, et la sacra scriptura, 
entendons la citation et Fex^gfese de rEcritiu’e, qui montrera 
par exemple, que dans les Saintes Ecritures, le Pfere est juste- 
ment consid6r6 comme esse et le Fils comme agere, et que tous 
deux y sont d^finis comme int4rieurs Tun k I’autre, done comme 
consubstantiels. Autrement dit ratio et ^ocm scriptura viennent 
au devant Tun de Tautre. Victorinus les distingue nettement: 
ita enim ratio docebit et veritas adprobabit; oportuit persvjodere 
illis, rationibus et sacris scripturis; rem fatetur, sed 
scripturam quaerit ad auctoritatem^. Ce dernier exemple 
nous ramfene k une terminologie juridique: Tadversaire de 
Victorinus accepte la notion que le terme homoousios recouvre, 
mais veut trouver le terme dans TEcriture pour I’autoriser. H 
accepte le fait mais discute le droit. Une formule juridique 
declare: facta probantur^ iura deducuntur, Cette duality 
de demarches logiques correspond exactement k la distinction 
rh^torique entre ratio : controverse portant sui un fait et utili- 
sant Targumentation, et scriptum: controverse portant sur 
un texte et utilisant notamment, mais paS uniquement la 
ratiocinatio legalis. Omnes fatentur esse qiuiestionesy 4crit Quinti- 
lien^ aut in scripto aut in non scripto. In scripto aunt 
de iure, in non scripto de re. Illud legale^ hoc rationale 
genus Hermagoras atque eum secuti vocant, id est vopixov et 
Xoyoidv. 

Cette distinction qui constitue le schema le plus fondamental 
de toute controverse existait d6j4 dans le de Inventione de 
Cic^ron et ne pouvait manquer de retenir Tattention de Tancien 

1 adv. Arr. IV 3; I 29; II 3. 

* Quint. Ill 6, 4. 
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commentateur in Rhetoricam Ciceronis qu’^tait Victorinus^. 
Quel est done le plan g^n^ral foiimi par la distinction ratio^ 
acri'pium'i La ratio porte sur I’existence, la definition, la 
qualification d’un fait litigieux {constitutio coniecturalis, 
coTistitutio definitiva, constitutio generalis)^. Pour Hermagoras, 
critique sur ce point par Ciceron, la ratio peut porter sur une 
question philosophique®. Elle prend alors le nom de thdse 
et consistera k definir une essence, k en enumerer les 
qualites. En face de la ratio, le scriptum porte sur un texte 
litigieux. Cette controverse peut prendre les formes suivantes: 
scriptum et voluntas (debat sur la lettre et Tesprit); leges con- 
trariae (contradiction apparente entre deux textes); ambiguitas 
(ambiguite inherente k un texte); ratiocinatio legalis (syllogisme 
legal); definitio legalis (definition d’un terme de I’ecrit) 

Si nous revenons maintenant k la distinction de Victorinus 
entre ratio et sacra scriptura, nous constaterons que le plan 
general foumi par la rhetorique peut s’appliquer k I’ensemble de 
sa methode theologique et notamment que les cinq formes de 
controverse legale peuvent se retrouver dans le raisonnement 
sur la Sainte Ecriture. Nous avons effectivement trouve chez 
lui des traces des lieux communs conseiUes par Ciceron, pour 
traiter ces diiSerentes formes de controverse. 

Cette parente de forme entre methode theologique et con¬ 
troverse rhetorique se trouve-t-elle ailleurs que chez Victorinus? 
La question reste posee. Retenons pour I’instant de cet en¬ 
semble de remarques, non pas une conclusion ferme, mais une 
impression: I’importance des lieux communs rhetoriques dans 
I’histoire de la pensee occidentale. C’est bien souvent du moule 
de la rhetorique que sont sorties les formes traditionnelles qui 
se sont imposees k la conscience occidentale. Nous souscrivons 
pleinement k la reflexion de Mr. Himmelschein, ecrivant k la 
fin d’une etude sur I’hermeneutique juridique: «En notre pro- 
biematique la plus modeme, nous sommes peut-etre encore 

' De inventione I 12, 17. 

* ibid. I 8, 10. 

» ibid. I 6, 8. 

^ ibid. I 13, 17. 
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aujourd’hui beaucoup plus les disciples de rh4teurs que nous 
ne pouvons le penser, et souvent quand nous nous imaginons 
penser d’une maniere originale, nous ne faisons que r4p6ter les 
lieux communs mill^naires^.)) 

^ J. Himmelschein, Studien zu der antiken Hermeneutica luris, 
Symbolae Fribin*gen8e8 in honorem O. Lenel, Leipzig, 1931, p. 424. 
Cette importance des lieux communs rh^toriques dans Thistoire de la 
pens4e europ^enne appelle la composition d’une «Topique historique* 
telle qu’elle a con 9 ue par E. R. Curtius, dans Europaische Literatur 
imd Lateinisches Mittelalter, Bern, 1948, p. 90. — En marge de notre 
6tude, citons la renmrque d’lm juriste modeme, J. Esser, die Inter¬ 
pretation im Recht, dans Studium generale, juillet 1964, 7, 6, p. 372: 
«Stabilitat und Kontinuitat als Ordnungselemente verlcmgen einen 
anderen Respekt vor der auctoritaa des Textes und seines Schopfers als 
die canonea kiinstlicher Interpretation. Diese Sorge und Eigenart der 
Methode teilt, wie manche andere, die Jurisprudenz mit der Theologiei. 
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Ilaqqifjfiia et fiducia 

(£tude spirituelle des mots) 

H. Jaeger S. J., Enghien 

♦L’etude de la vie spirituelle^, a dit Gilson «s’oflFre k nous 
comme cette partie de notre science de Dieu qui traite de la vie 
surnaturelle de T&me chretienne en societe et en union d’amitie 
avec Dieu.»^ Parmi tous ces elements qui composent cette vie 
d’amitie avec Dieu la confiance tient une place de choix. 

Aussi, la litterature spiritueUe courante parle, aujourd’hui 
plus que jamais, de confiance: confiance en Dieu, confiance en 
«toi», confiance en tmob... * et la therapeutique de I’&me moderne 
sait trop bien queUe force de guerison decoule de la confiance 
retrouvee. 

Pourtant, cette mentation generate vers la confiance, peut- 
elle en realite redresser notre ame torturee et morbide et rem- 
placer notre pauvre «il faut vivre» par une vie spirituelle inte¬ 
grate? 

C’est dans les m^mes termes que croyants et incroyants par- 
lent aujourd’hui de la confiance. Pour le chretien, fut-il adulte 
et conscient, le contenu de cette notion reste gen6ratement assez 
vague, tellement aujourd’hui «confiance» et «e8perance» se trou- 
vent sou vent indistinctement melees; la vertu theologale d’espe- 
rance surnaturelle est trop souvent confondue avec une con¬ 
fiance vague, superficielle et sans relief. «Malheur des mots!» 
dit Paul-Andre Lesort®, «comme s’il y avait le moindre rapport 
entre esperance, vertu theologale, foi dans la promesse de Dieu, 
confiance dans la grace, en somme: lucidite k I’egard du pouvoir 

1 E. Gilson, Th^ologie et Histoire de la Spirituality (Le^on inaugurale 
de le Chaire d’Histoire de la Spirituality prononcye k I’lnstitut Cath. de 
Paris, 15 nov. 1943) Paris, Vrin, 1943, p. 13. 

* R. Brouillard, Confiance, dans: «Catholicisme-hier-aujourd’hui- 
demaina. 

• Paul-Andry Lesort, Les Reins et les coeurs, Paris 1947, Plon, 
pp. 422-r-423. 
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divin, et cet aveuglement du coeur, cette faculty de couler le 
futur dans le moule de nos desirs». 

Et cette confusion entre vertu th^ologale et aveuglement 
du coeur est lourde de consequences et dangereuse car elle 
empgche de nourrir les &mes et de leur porter reellement le 
rem^e le plus precieux que leur foi contient. 

Dissiper une confusion de notions: voilJi done une tache 
pour la reflexion! Mais quelle reflexion? C’est la reflexion tradi- 
tionnelle qui seule peut authentifier I’image trop souvent falsifiee 
de la veritable conflance. 

Nous nous demanderons done, au cours de cette etude, quels 
sont les elements precis que contient la conflance, selon la tradi¬ 
tion biblique et patristique. Cette etude d*histoire de la spiri- 
tualite est indispensable si nous voulons saisir la substance 
exacte de la conflance chretienne pour pouvoir la sauver d^ 
confusions et devalorisations illegi times. 

Fidveia: e’est la conflance dans la langue matemelle de 
I’Eglise. 

Le mot fidticia dans la Vulgate latine est une traduction du 
mot grec naqqriala. Le terme naq^ala se trouve 31 fois dans 
le NT. II est traduit 18 fois par /idweia, 1 fois par conMantia, 
1 fois par confidential 1 fois par avdenter^ 9 fois par palam^ quand 
le terme se trouve employe au datif, et 1 fois par manifeate. 

Le Verbe TtaQQrjaidCscFdai qui se trouve 9 fois dans le NT, est 
traduit 6 fois par fiducia^ 2 fois par constanter et 1 fois par audere. 

La TiaQQTjala des Pferes grecs est traduite en g6n4ral dans les 
tres anciennes versions latines des textes grecs, par fidticia; c*est 
le cas par exemple pour St. Irenee ou encore pour les documents 
du Concile d’Ephese. 

Cette fa 9 on de rendre habituellement le terme TtoQgrjala par 
le mot latin fidticia ne doit pas nous faire croire que tout le 
contenu spirituel du grec naqQTjata se retrouve dans le latin 
fidticia. Les termes do noQQriala et de fidticia se recouvrent si 
peu que la TtoQgrjala qui se pr^sente 12 fois dans la Septante 
n’est pas traduite une seule fois par fiducia dans la Vulgate. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Ilanr^ala et fiducia 


223 


Toutefois le verbe 7taQgrjaidCe(r&ai, qui se pr^sente 6 fois dans 
la Septante, est traduit une fois par fiducialiier agam^. 

Pour pouvoir apprecier ce que ces deux termes out de commun 
et ce en quoi ils different, nous allons 4tudier d’abord I’emploi 
biblique et patristique du terme TtaQgrjala et ensuite la tradition 
latine relative k la fiducia. 

Le premier emploi biblique du mot TtoQgrjaia nous introduit 
d6]k au coeur de sa signification spirituelle. Ce sens primordial 
demeurera fondamental dans tous les emplois posterieurs du 
mot, aussi bien dans la Bible que chez les Pferes. C’est dans le 
Levitique (26,13), que le mot naggrjala^ apparait pour la pre¬ 
miere fois k propos de la delivrance des hebreux du joug egyptien: 
«et je vous ai fait marcher t6te haute.* La Septante a ici rendu 
par naggrjala le terme hebraique qui est un hapax 

dans le texte hebreu. La racine de ce mot, formee par les 3 lettres 
O 1 p , a dans les langues semitiques le sens de se lever, se relever, 
dcmeurer debout apres s’6tre lev6. On retrouve un verbe de la 
m^me racine dans une phrase conserve en arameen dans le 
NT: rroAt^d x(m 5/4* — «Fillette, je te le dis, l6ve-toi*! (Mk. 5, 41). 

Nous avons dit que le sens de la racine Dip n’etait pas special 
k Thebreu, on le retrouve dans les autres langues semitiques, 
en arabe par exemple. Mais alors que le sens de la racine arabe 
^ {qdm) designe toujours un mouvement physique, nous voyons 
apparaitre dans le mot h4breu du Levitique une nuance de 
relfevement moral et de liberation^. Le Levitique, en effet, n’est 
pas seulement un livre d’histoire mais dejk une histoire sainte, 
une histoire oh la reflexion theologique eclaire le recit. C’est la 
force de Dieu et son acte liberateur qui permettait aux hebreux 

» Ps. 11 (12) 6. 

• Lev. 26, 13 traduit ou plus exactement transcrit litt^ralemont 
naggriala en caractdres syriaques dans le Codex S&CTse Scripturae Syrio- 
Hexapleuris (ex edit. Bugati, Cerifiuii, Hasse etc.). Cf. Thesaurus Syrieu^ust 
coll. Quatremare, Bernstein, Lorsbewh, Amoldi, Field, od. Payen 
Smith, fasc. 11 (1883—1901) p. 3242. 

• Le Targum traduit «q0memiyy0t»: behdrOta = en liberty, 
comme des hommes libres. C’est un terme juridique en certains pcissages 
du Targum (v. g. Lev. 19, 20; 26, 10 employ^ pour la liberation des 
esclaves). 
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de traverser la Mer Rouge la tete haute, avec assurance et liberte. 
Dieu a deji commence k sauver son peuple et il a promis la 
liberation definitive; c’est sur cette action dej4 commencee et 
Bur cette promesse que sefonde la TtoQQtjaia des hebreux, assurance 
ferme en la parole divine qui deji se realise. Nous trouvons 
done dans ce texte deux elements fondamentaux du sens de 
noQQTjala: le sens de relevement et de delivrance, et le sens 
d’assurance, de liberte; mais ces deux sens sont etroitement lies, 
c’est le relevement et la delivrance qui sont la cause de I’assurance 
et de la liberte, c’est parce que Dieu est en train de les sauver 
que les Hebreux peuvent marcher la t^te haute proclamant la 
gloire de Dieu. 

Le theme de I’exode sera repris et spiritualise progressivement; 
les auteurs de la litterature sapientielle emploient le terme nao^r]- 
ala avec ces deux sens indissolublement lies: relfevement d’ame 
et libre assurance de parole'. 

On pourrait objecter que relevement et assurance conduisent 
parfois 4 I’orgueil, et de fait certains textes bibliques vont dans 
ce sens*. On trouve aussi ce sens p6joratif dans la tradition 
latine oh le mot audacia, chez Tertullien par exemple, designe 
une attitude orgueilleuse: vultu. .. in audaciam ereciOj orat. 17®. 

dependant 4 cote de cette signification pejorative, d’autres 
textes bibliques, en particulier dans les psaumes et chez Isaio, 
nous font atteindre une veritable signification spirituelle: le re- 
dressement de I’ame^. 

La noQQTjala est bien une qualite de r4me, mais est-ce une 
assurance purement subjective, un sentiment de la bonte de 
Dieu qui releve le courage? Les textes bibliques nous orientent 
dans un tout autre sens. La TiaQQTjala est fondee en droit, ob- 
jectivement, sur I’alliance que Dieu a contracteo avec son peuple. 
C’est 4 cause de cette alliance que le juste ou I’homme en pri4re 
peuvent parler 4 Dieu avec nagorjala; leur assurance vient de 

1 Par exemple: Pb. 137 (138), 1 (Al); Jb. 22, 26; Jb. 27, 10; Sag. 6, 1. 

* Par exemple: 2. Par. 26, 19; Jb. 11, 12. 

* CSEL XX, 190—191. Audacia au sens p^joratif: Tert. anim. 67; 
Aug. civ. 7, 26, p. 403 D; Hier. epist. 53,7; Hier. epist. 46,2; Aug. 
civ. 9, 24, p. 495 D; Isid. orig. 10, 7; Aug. civ. 18, 62, p. 340 D etc. 

« Ps. 20, 9, 10; Ps. 145, 14; Ps. 147, 8; Ps. 146, 8; Is. 36, 3. 
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cette Borte de traite juridique signe par Dieu lui-m^me avec 
Moise et ratifie par le peuple'. 

Cette base juridique et spirituelle de la TtaQQtjala va se re- 
trouver dans le NT et nous verrons les Apotres et les evangelistes 
parler de la ferme assurance du chretien en reference constante 
4 la nouvelle alliance scellee dans le sang de Jesus-Christ*. 

Dans la ligne paulinienne cet aspect est particuli^rement frap- 
pant dans T^pitre aux H4breux. Dans plusieurs passages de 
I’epitre le terme TioQQrjaia est lie avec des mots tels que TiQoad- 
yeiv, ajtopdXXeiv, fjiurdajcodoola, mots du vocabulaire juridique trou- 
ves dans des papyri de certaines provinces orientales de I’empire 
remain 

Cet aspect juridico-spirituel de la naqgriala a pour St. Paul une 
base sacramentelle: le bapt^me, entree du chretien dans la vie 
divine est aussi une sorte de contrat qui donne au neophyte la 
ferme assurance et la liberte du dialogue avec Dieu. Le neophyte 
Bait en effet qu’il a ete baptise dans le sang du Christ qui est 
le sang de la nouvelle et etemelle alliance^. C’est pourquoi 

^ Cf, Gerhard von Rad, Gerechtigkeit und Leben in der Knltsprache der 
Psalmen, en; Festschrift Alfred Bertholet zum 80. Geburtstag, Tubingen 
1950, pp. 418—437; surtout p. 426; «. .. der alte soteriologische Grund- 
ansatz bleibt durchaus gewahrt; die Parrhesie, als ^adik vor Gott 
stehen zu diirfen, bleibt.. . unerschiittert.* 

* Cf. Temploi unique du mot Tiag^rjala chez les synoptiques Me. 8, 32 
comme annonce de la passion. Sur la TtaQgrjala Me. 8, 32 cf. aussi: H. 
Barcley Swete, The gospel according to Mark, London 1920, p. 179; 
Julius Schniewind, Das Evangeliiun des Markus, Gottingen 1949, 
p. 118; J. Bonsirven, Th4ologie du NT, Paris 1961, p. Ill, note (4); 
C. Barthas, Evangile et Nationalisme, Ed. Spes, Paris 1933, p. 193, 198. 

* Sens juridique de Tigoadiyetv: Otto Eger, Rechtsgeschichtliches zum 
NT (Rektoratsprogramm der Universitat Basel), Bessel 1919, p. 42: 
«... es ist zu beachten, daB auch TiQoadyeiv im Sinne von ,Einfuhren 
bei Gericht* als technischer Ausdruck in don Urkimden erscheint*. 
Cf. aussi: Kittel, N. T. W. I, 130—133; K. L. Schmidt, Art. Tigoadyco, 
p. 132, note (6). d7toPd?Jxo comme expression juridique pour la rupture 
d’un contrat (P. Flor. 384, 91); cf. Spicq, L’Epitre aux H^breux, (Etudes 
Bibliques), Paris 1962, I, p. 321, Note (2). Sur /xia^anodoala cf. Art. Kit¬ 
tel, Theol. WOrterbuch. 

* Les communaut4s de T^glise naissante ont d4j& pris conscience de 
cet ^Idment juridique dans le bapt6me: Selwyn, The first Epistle of St. 
Peter, p. 206a—206 b. 
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I’entree dans le mystere du Christ est la base de la TtagQrjoia^. 
Dans ces textes pauliniens nous voyons dejii apparaitre la diffe¬ 
rence entre noQQ^ola et alors que I’esperance s’appuie 

avant tout sur la parole de Dieu promettant la vie eternelle, 
la ferme assurance de la TtoQQrjala se fonde sur Taction meme de 
Dieu dans son Christ, action qui se perpetue et devient presente 
pour chaque chretien dans les sacrements. La naQQfqola est alors 
Tepanouissement de la vie chretienne sans cesse fortifiee et affer- 
mie par la presence du Christ dans son mystere. 

La perspective de St. Jean souligne le m6me aspect de droit 
spirituel, mais la base en est moins le «mysterion» sacramentel 
comme chez St. Paul, que la filiation divine. C’est cette filiation 
qui fortifie Taction du chretien et lui donne son assurance et sa 
fcrmete. Ainsi liee k la filiation divine la TtoQQrjaia n’a pas d’abord 
un sens uniquement eschatologique, mais elle designe la pleine 
comprehension de TEvangile et la ferme adhesion au message du 
Christ que TEsprit-Saint est charge de sugg4rer aux chretiens*. 
Et cette adhesion nouvelle est presence de Dieu, elle opere la 
filiation, elle annonce la gloire. La TtoQgrjala chez St. Jean est 
une ferme assurance dans Taction quotidienne du chretien®. 

L’adhesion pleni^re au message evangelique devient chez 
St. Luc le temoignage donn6 en toute liberte en faveur de la 
r&tlitede ce message et surtoutdela resurrection^. Nous voyons 

1 Spicq, l.c. I. 320/321. 

* Jo. 16, 25, 29; la TtoQQtiala dans TEvangile de St. Jean annonce le 
mystere de P&ques et rend la resurrection presente d’une maniere keryg- 
matique (Jo. 7, 13, 26; 10, 24); sur la naQgrjala chez St. Jean cf. Edwin 
Kenneth Lee, The religious thought of St. John, London 1950, p. 250, 
252; I. H. Bernard, ed. A. H. Me. Neile, A criticed and exegeticed Com¬ 
mentary on the Gospel according to St. John, I, Edinbiugh 1928, 
p. 268; Recueil Lucien Cerfaux, Gembloux 1954, II, 21—22, 25, 47, 
164, 169, 172, 459, 466. 

* Sur la TUXQQrjola dans la premiere Epitre de St. Jean: C. H. Dodd, The 
Johannine Epistles, London 1946, p. 92sq., p. 114; Brooke Foss-West- 
cott. The Epistles of St. John, London 1902, p. 81; aussi Spicq, 1. c. II, 
p. 69. 

* On remarquera k ce sujet comment Tattitude de Pierre au matin de 
la Penteedte: debout (arct&eCg) et eievant la voix {infjgep rifv tpoyi^ ceOrov) 
(Act. 2, 14) est r^sumee d’lm mot au verset 29; la TtOQ^rjoia: i^dv ebreiw 
fiertd, TUXQgrjolag, 
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les apotres dans les Actes tenir tete, dcbout, k leurs juges et 
leur parler en toute assurance et la voix ferme: jbcera Ttaoorjatag 
Tidarjg (Act. 4,29)Le recit du jugement de St. Etienne ne fait 
pas mention de la naQQtjaia^ mais St. Luc note que le diacre 
parlait k haute voix ((pcovfj jiieydXrj), et toute son attitude est em- 
preinte de liberte et d’assurance (Act. 7, 60). 

En resume le sens biblique de Tiaoorjaia nous apparait nette- 
ment aprte cette breve etude: il s’agit d’une ferme assurance 
dans la parole et dans les actes, fondee sur Taction historique 
de Dieu qui sauve les peuples et sur Taction spirituelle du Dieu 
qui releve et raffermit les ames. Nous avons cru devoir insister 
sur le sens biblique de noQQrjala parce que la Bible nous semble 
etre la source premiere oh ont puise les Peres. La tradition 
patristique n’a certes pas meconnu le sens hellenistique de la 
TtaQQrjoia, cette liberte democratique de parole^, pas plus qu’elle 
n’a ignore le sens que donne Philon k ce mot: assurance venant 


^ Le miracle de la gu^rison du boitcux de la belle porte retient longue- 
ment Tattention de Luc parce que I’^venement est pour les Apdtres 
Pierre et Jean Toccasion d’affirmer leur foi au nom de J4sus-Christ avec 
rroQgrjala. Au nom de J^sus-Christ, Pierre a pris Thomme par la main et 
I’a relev^ (3, 7 fjyeigev avrov) et aussitot iareQedy^acof al pdaetg atVrot;, il 
fut sobde sur ses bases. Au verset 16 St. Pierre rappelle que c’est le nom 
de J^sus «qui a solidifi^ (iaregicDaep, vulgate confirmavit) cet homme que 
vous voyez et connaissez*. Aussi ce miracle est-ille signe de Tassiirance 
ferme apport^e au chr6tien par le nom de J^sus; Pierre Tentend ainsi 
4, 23 t6 arjfieiov rotrro. Cette £U3surance 6tonne les juges devant qui 
Pierre et Jean ont 6t4 mis debouts (4, 7 an^aavreg ainovg)i ^ewQovvxeg 
di TT^ Tov n^gov naggrjalar xal *Iaxiwov ... i&avfiaZov .. C’est devant 
ces mSmes juges que le chef des ApAtres proclamera le: non possumus ... 
non loqui. 

Enfin remis en bbert^ ils retrouvent au sein de la communaut^ 
chr^tienne une pri^re unanime (4, 24) pour louor Dieu et demander 
la gr&ce de la nagorjaia: xai dog roig dov^ig aov perd naggrjaCccg ndarjg 
)jaXt:Jv Tdr Xdyov aov (4, 29) — Le Seigneur r^pond k leur pri6re par une 
effusion sp^iale de son Esprit-Saint et Luc termine I’^pisode ainsi: 
xal iTikda&rjaocp dncarreg tov aylov Ttvevparog xal iXdXovp tov X6yov tov 
d€ov firrd naggrjalag (4, 31). D6ciddment c’est 14 qu’il voulait en venir. 
Et le rideau tombe sur ce mot. 

* E. Peterson, Zur Bedeutungsgeschichte von Parresia, en: R. See* 
berg-Festecbrift, Leipzig 1927, pp. 283—297. 
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d’une conscience pure^; mais sa principale inspiration lui vient 
des textes de TAT et du NT. 

Cette atmosphere juridico-spirituelle, caracteristique de la 
noQQriala biblique, se retrouve d’abord dansles Actesdes martyrs 
dont le genre litteraire reflate la langue courante des institutions 
judiciaires dans les provinces orientales de TEmpire romain. 
Le mot noQqrjala (en syriaque: Parheaia) a pris par exemple, 
lorsqu’il fut emprunte par le droit romain-syriaque*, un sens 
trfes technique: il signifie Tintervention viva voce par opposition 
aux scriptis, Cette expression technique se presente k plusieurs 
reprises dans les Actes des martyrs orientaux®. Dansle m6me 
temps I’autorite litteraire de I’expression scripturaire q>covfj 
fjLeydkji (Act. 7,60), que Ton trouve dans le recit du martyre de 
St. Etienne, explique I’expression clara voce dans les actes latins 
et coptes en t6te du temoignage franc et audacieux des martyrs 
face k leur juges^. 

D’ailleurs, presque avec la m^me frequence, cette expression 
est remplacee dans les Actes grecs et orientaux par noQQtjala, 
dej4 employe par les auteurs des livres des Machabees^. C’est 


^ On trouve encore dans le milieu hell^nistique un troisi^me sens k ce 
mot de TiaQQTjala: Tart de la direction de conscience. C’est en ce sens 
plus affin6 que I’emploie Philodemos dans son tillegl Ttaggrplac libellus* 
(ed. Alex. Olivieri, Leipzig 1914, Teubner), qui sont les notes prises au 
cours de I’Epicur^en Zenon sur la formation des directeurs d’&me. 
Cf. aussi Dictionnaire de Spirituality, fasc. XX—XXI, p. 1006 (Ed. des 
Places, Direction spirituelle dans I’antiquity cleissique). 

* K. G. Bruns-E. Suchau, Syrisch-ROmisches Rechtsbuch aus dem 
6. Jahrhundert, Berlin 1880, 62 paen. cf. Thes. Syr. II, p. 3242. 

* Mart. S. Theod. Ancyr. (Studi e testi 33, Nota Agiografiche, 
fasc. 6®, Roma Vat. 1920, p. 131,26; 132, 13); Mart. S. Theod. 
(Studi e testi 6, p. 78, 33; 80, 32); Mart. S. Ariadnes (Studi e testi 6, 
p. 124, 16 —18); Mart. S. Apa Epime (Corp. Script. Christ. Or. Script. 
Copt. ser. in, tom. I, p. 98). 

* Mart. S. Cononis 3, 13; Passio Marcelli (Knopf-Kruger, p. 87); 
Mart. Cassiani (1. c., p. 90); Acta Fehcis (1. c., p. 91); Mart. Apa Laca- 
ronis (Script. Copt., ser. HI, tom. 1; Acta martyrum, Paris-Leipzig 
1908) 1, 18; 2, 9; B. Apatil (ibid.) p. 114, 26; 117, 14; 146, 18; Mart. 
S. Apa Serapion (ibid.) p. 65,9; 78, 7; Mart. S. Theod. Stratislates (ibid.) 
p. 162, 24; 210, 29; 213, 17. 

® 4 Mach. 10, 6; 1 Mach. 4, 18; 3 Mach. 4, 1; 3 Mach. 7, 12. 
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un des premiere martyrs, Polycarpe, dont la confession XourtiavdQ 
elfii est introduite dans le recit par fiera naQQrjalaQ^. 

Ce remplacement de qxovfj /leydXfj par noQqriala correspond k 
I’interpretation du grand cri de Jesus k la croix par Chrysostome, 
qui parle de la noQQfqaia en rapportant le drame de la croix*. 

C’est d&jk dans les Actes des martyrs eux-m6mes que se trou- 
vent des indications spirituelles qui enrichissent I’emploi stereo¬ 
type de Texpression nagorjala; elle se fonde, en dernifere analyse, 
sur I’autorite de J&us, cf. Mart. S. Theod. Ancyrani: djta&sQ 
ycLQ iariv 'ffyefjmv to XQ^f^o. rov Xgunov xal (bg oldrjgov i<n6~ 
HCDoev TO dytov /Sajrr«7/ia. tioUi rolwv 8 PovXei xal rov 

Xgunov fiov rijv dwa/iiv 8ri iv tco Tidax^iv tojv ivegyovvrcov iariv 
dwarfbregog. 6 'fiysficnv ehtev • dyvoelg, d&Xie, Sri olvoncokrig &v xal 
dyogaiog dgxovri diaXiyrj i^ovalav Sx^^^ alfiardg aov; Oeodorog 
ehie* Tiaggrjalav /loi dldojoi rj evaifieia^. 

Le terme naggrjala possMe done, des ce moment, une re¬ 
sonance spirituelle incontestable. 

En passant du genre litteraire plus populaire des Actes des 
martyrs k Temploi qu’en font les Peres, et specialement Orig^ne, 
le terme va voir son sens spirituel s’accentuer. Dans le Ilegl evxV^ 
et le Elg fiagrvguyv ngorgenrtxdg^ la Ttaggrjala du martyr^ est 
pr^ntee par Origene comme le prolongement de la naggriala 
de la prifere chretienne^. Car la prifere du Notre Pfere, si elle n’est 
accompagnee de la confession et de Taction, domeure tronqute 
et sans valeur*. De m6me, la substitution de naggriala k Tex- 
pression (pcovfj fieydlj} valorisait la priere prononcee k haute 
voix^ 

II ne faudrait pas croire cependant que cet enrichissement du 
mot en un sens spirituel a completemont efface son element 

' St. Polycarpe, Mart. 10 (Knopf-Kruger). 

* Spur. Chrysost., cruc. 2 (Gaume 3, 826 D). 

• Mart. S. Thood. Ancyrani (1. c.) p. 133, 16—134, 2; cf. aussi Mart. 
SS. Justini et socii V, 6 (Knopf-Kriiger). 

* GCS Origenes I, p. 18, 21; cf. la Tiaqorjaia Kara KeXaov, 7,26 
(GCS Origenes 11, p. 177, 21). 

‘ GCS Origenes H, p. 332, 20; 331, 4; 346, 17. 

• Ibid. p. 48, 14: i^/alaovg kiycoai. 

^ Sur la Ttagotyria comme expression de la priere prononcee k haute 
voiz: Joseph Balogh, Das Gebetsweinen, en: ARG XXVII, pp. 365—368. 
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juridique. Chez Gr^oire de Nysse^, la TtoQQrjaia demeure la con¬ 
dition particulifere de I’acces k Dieu dans la priere. Celui qui 
prie s’engage envere Dieu comme Dieu s’engage envere lui: 

4 (Une promesse par voeu doit avoir ete faite avant d’approcher 
Dieu dans la priere. Quelle est dona la difference de sens entre 
ces deux mots evxf] et TiQoaevxijl La voici: un voeu (evxij) est 
une promesse qui consacre quelque chose au service de Dieu, 
tandis que la priire (TiQoaevxri) est I’offrande k Dieu d’une sup¬ 
plication pour obtenir des biens. Puisque, par consequent, nous 
avons besoin de la TioQQTjaLa pour approcher Dieu et lui 
demander des biens qui nous seront profitables, le voeu doit 
necessairement preceder la prifere. D’oii, si nous avons accompli 
notre part, nous avons confiance d’etre devenus dignes de 
recevoir en retour les dons que Dieu peut nous faire.» 

Nous trouvons dejJi sugger^ ici la structure du processus 
juridique de I’engagement (appelons-le de son terme technique: 
fiducia), transposee dans un contexts spirituel, pour signifier le 
rapport intime entre Tame et Dieu dans la prifere; analogic que 
nous trouverons plus tard dans la tradition la tine: la fidv^ia 
du droit romain se retrouvera dans la fiducia spirituelle des Pferes 
latins. Car le processus juridique de I’engagement dans uno 
action fiduciaire a trouve son expression technique dans le droit 
romain avec le mot fiduciay comme d’ailleurs le droit grcc 
et presque tous les droits du monde oriental et semitique 
avaient trouv6 la leur. Mais alors que I’expression correspon- 
dante k la fidiicia romaine est la nqdaiz enl Xvaei en grec^ et 
«massah» en hebreu®, la TtaQQrjala comme terme juridique exprime 
une action plus courante dans les cours de justice: I’intervention 
viva voce par opposition aux scriptis. 

1 PG 44, 1137A—1139A. 

* W. Kamps, La fiducie dans le droit d© Grande-Gr^e et rorigine 
d© la mancipatio, Rev^ue historiqu© d© droit fran^ais et Stranger 15 
(1936) pp. 142—165; Manigk, Art. «Fiducia», RE VI, 2287ss. Aiissi: 
E. Rabel, Nachgeformto Rechtsgeschafte. Mit Beitragen zu den Leliren 
von der Injurezcssion und vom Pfandrecht, en: Zeitschrift der Savigny- 
Stiftung fiir Rechtsgeschicht© XXVII (1906) p. 334. 

* Ramon Sugranges do Franch, Etudes sur 1© droit Palestinien 4 
r^poqu© 4vang^liquo, Fribourg 1946 (Arbeiten aus dem Juristischen 
Seminar dor Universitiit Freiburg/Schweiz, Nr. 1), p. 85ss. 
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Aussi, dans des contextes spirituels de I’accfes 4 Dieu dans la 
pri4re, le mot noQQtjala est lie 4 ces autres expressions juridiques 
qui signifient 1’ accfes d’une personne au tribunal: TiQoadyeiv, 
jiQoa€i,&€iv^. L’emploi du mot naggi^ala en liaison avec ces verbes, 
dans le contexte de I’accfes 4 Dieu, est typique et frequent 
par exemple chez St. Jean Chrysostome* et dans les liturgies 
orientates^ auxquelles correspond le audemm dicere de la Messe 
romaine. 

Parler avec Dieu dans la priere presuppose done cet element 
juridico-spirituel qui est la base de I’epanouissement de la naggri- 
ala. De m^me, I’acces 4 la face de Dieu dans des contextes plus 
mystiques et contemplatifs est exprime par les mdmes mots 
nooadyo)^ 7 iQoa(hi-)ekdelv ou simplement nagorjala. C’est le cas par 
exemple chez Origene qui, dans son commentaire sur St. Luc*, 
fait s’approcher hardiment la femme de Bethanie de la face de 
J^us. II est significatif que I’emploi du mot TtaQgrjala chez 
Origene est souvent lie au complement ngog rov &e6v^ d’autant 
qu’U precise qu’il s’agit de la face de Dieu, Ttgdaconov. Si la ren¬ 
contre face 4 face avec Dieu en son achfevement implique tou- 
jours un rapport quasi-juridique, 4 plus forte raison le point de 
depart, le Bapt^me, contient-il un element juridique; le Bapteme 
est un contrat definitif de I’homme avec Dieu: C’est le Baptfeme 
qui donne au chretien le droit 4 la nag^aia^ comme le dit Theo¬ 
dore de Mopsueste® dans ses homelies sur le baptdme. Et Chry- 
sostome’ soulignera que les cat^chumenes ne jouissent pas de ce 
droit. C’est dans I’ordre sacramentel que le chretien s’approche 

* Art. TiQoadeycDy Kittel, Theol. Worterbuch. Sur TigoaiQxo^cu cf. 
Spicq, 1. c. I, p. 280—281. 

* Chrysostomos, expos, in psalm. 4, 1 (Gaume 5, 6 C). 

* Brightman p. 69, 28. Liturgie de St. Jacques. 

* In Luc. frag. 10, Rauer, p. 236. 

* Par exemple: Comm, in Jerem. Homil. 16, PG 13, 444 B; IJegl 

12, 1; 14, 6 (GCS Orig. II, p. 320, 20); 14, 2 (ibid. p. 331, 4), surtout in 
Cant. Cant. Homil., GCS Orig. VHI, p. 34, 16; 60, 10; 123, 29; 183, 12; 
193, 9, 13; 200, 4, 16; in Ezech. Homil. Ill, p. 349, 7; 361, 10; 363, 8; in 
Libr. Ri'g. Homil. VIII, 1, p. 402, 7. 

* Theodore de Mopsueste, 2® Homil. sur le bapteme = Homil. XIII, 
17—18, ed. Tonneau pp. 397 ss. 

^ Chrysostome, Homil. 2, 6 in 2. Cor. (Gaume 10, 436 C). 
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avec noQQfqoia comme s’exprime la liturgie de Chrysostome' et 
Serapion de Thmuis* dans sa priere eucharistique. 

Dans une ligne plus johannique, chez Isaac le Syrien* par 
exemple, c’est la filiation divine qui rend la noQQfqoia possible. 
Elle est le sommet de la sanctification. Et Jean de Thessa- 
lonique^ (7e siecle) montrera que la Vierge toute sainte est la 
noQQTiola en personne, vertu qu’il distingue, dans le m6me texte, 
de I’esperance^. 

Chez les P^res, la naoQTjala se presente semblablement comme 
une vertu qui agit dans le monde pr^nt: pour M4thode de 
Philippes* comme pour GregoiredeNysse’ etOrigene® (k propos 
de Suzanne!) elle s’allie k la chastete, pour Chrysostome® k 
I’aumone, pour les Acta Thomae^^ k 1’ dydmrj, pour les Acta Phi- 
lippi^^ k la ao<pla; pour la la dementis'® et les Stromates de Cle¬ 
ment d’Alexandrie'® k 1’ dX'q&eia, C’est ainsi que St. Athanase 
definit la TtoQQrjala comme la confession de la vraie foi {dgdo- 
doiia) 

Ainsi liee k la sanctification par la gr&ce et la charite la noQQtjala 
sera detruite en m6me temps que la gr&ce. Le pecheur ne peut 

^ Brightman, p. 330, 17; 338, 22. 

• Preces Miss. Euch. Serap. ed. Quasten (Flor. Patrist. fasc. VII), 
p. 68—59. 

• Sancti Patris nostri Isaac! epistola ad sanctum Patrem nostrum 
Sxmeonem in Monte mirabili commorantem; Nov. Patr. Bibl. ed. 
Card. Maio, vol. VIII, Rom 1871, ep. 16, p. 167, 38; ep. 17, p. 168, 5; 
ep. 33 fin; ep. 23, p. 174, 22. 

• Patr. Orient. XIX, fasc. Ill, Homil. mariales byzantines, p. 402, 11. 

• Ibid. p. 402, 7—8: Sri avr^ idei^ev ^qovov a6xov iiil rrjg yfjg yegov- 

Pixdv xal ovQOvov iniyeiov, iXnida re xai xarcupvyijv xal n(XQQT}aiav tov 
yivovg Iva xeAovvTe? fivcrixioQ ^eIoq a^Tijg xoifujaeayg xijv iogripf 

evgcofiev iXeog xai iv tw ruv aldtvi, 

• Sympos. 6. 4 (p. 68, 4;‘PG 18, 177 C). 

’ Or. dom. 6 (PG 44, 1177 B). 

• Jo. 28, 6 (p. 394, 23; PG 14, 688 C). 

• Homil. 17, 2 in 2. Cor. (Gaume 10, 560 C). 

Acta Thomas 81 (p. 169, 17); cf. aussi Lc. 19, 8: Zach^e se procla- 
mant fermement d6cid4 & I’aumone; relevement (crra&eig) et p>arole 
d’apsurance (ebiev) sent clairemont indiqu6s. 

Acta Philippi 144 (p. 85,2). 

1. Clem. 35, 2. 

Strom. 7, 16 (p. 73, 34; PG 9, 641 C). 

2. Ap. 78 (Opitz 2, 1, p. 227, 11; PG 25, 788D). 
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plus poBseder de naggriala. Comme le disent les Acta PhUippi^, 
le diable est denu6 de naQgrjola. De m6me nos premiers parents 
ont-ils perdu la Ttaggrjalay affirment M6thode*, Athanase^, Gre- 
goire de Nysse^ et Procope de Gaza^. En consequence, la re¬ 
mission des peches s'exprimera chez Chrysostome* par la naggrj- 
ala. Le pecheur pourtant est capable, par Thumilite, de recouvrer 
cette Ttaggrjala comme le dit le mdme Chrysostome’. 

^ Acta Philippi 110 (p. 43, 7); Ath. ep. Arg. Lib. (PG 25,640 0). 

• De resurr. 2, 26 (GCS p. 381, 6). 

• Gent. 2 (PG 25, 8B). 

^ Virg. 12 (PG 46, 373 C). 

» Gen. 3, 7 (PG 87, 194 B). 

• Homil. 19, 1 in Hebr. (PG 12, 180 C). 

^ Homil. in Gal. 2, 11 (Gaume 3, 361 A). La TUXQQrjala dont fait 
preuve alors le pecheur est la certitude ferme que celui qui a ressuscite 
Jesus, le ressuscitera aussi. Cette gr&ce de resurrection par les sacrements 
commence dej4 k agir en lui, sa penitence resolue en est la preuve. La 
penitence du fils prodigue manifeste une pareille decision: Lc. 15, 18 
surgam et ibo. M. Le Chanoine Osty traduit: «Je veux partir» et justifie 
sa traduction dans la Bible de Jerusalem: «Et non: ‘je me leverai’ tra¬ 
duction depourvue de sens d’un hebraisme: ‘se lever* indique une entree 
en action, une resolution, un depart.# Le Fils Unique charge des peches 
du monde et retoumant vers le Pere n’a pas d’autre mot pour dire sa 
decision: aurgite eamua (Jean 14, 31 iyeigea^By cf. Mt. 26, 46). Cette 
decision est marquee dans tout le NT; au hasard des references: 
Lc. 22, 46 d^cundvreQ Tigoaevxea^s; Act. 9, 6: cUAd dvdoTTj^i ... 8: 
ijfyigdri; Act. 26, 16; Mt. 17, 7; Mt. 2, 13; Lc. 1, 39. Cette nceggrjatay au 
regard de TEglise, est une condition sine qua non de vraie contrition. 
Le Concile de Trente Taffirme nettement lors de sa XIV® session, k 
propos de la penitence ch. IV, Denz. 897 : si cum fiducia divinae 

misericordiae et voto praestandi reliqua coniunctus sit. Puis, au cours de 
la mSme XIV® session, k propos de TExtreme-Onction dont le Concile, 
assiste de TEsprit-Saint, decouvre d’embiee la profondeur en y recon- 
naissant le consummativum poenitentiaCy la fiducia retrouve une place 
d’honneur. Le preambule de la doctrine (Denz. 907) note comment notre 
ennemi n*ost pas plus achame k noiis perdre a fiducia etiamy si 
possity divinae misericordiae (deturbare) que lorsqu’il nous voit sur le 
point de sortir de cette vie#. On ne s'dtonnera done p€ts de voir cette 
TioQQTiala — fiducia mentionn4e fortement comme effet du sacrement: 
. . . aegroti animam alleviatet confirmaty magnam in eo divinae miseri- 
cordiae fiduciam excitando (Denz. 909). Voil^i comment pour le Con¬ 
cile se realise le et alleviabit qu*il lit dans la vulgate; et comme il a conscien • 
ce de poss^der un texte tr^ 6dulcord par rapport au grec ou mdme k la 
Versio Itala (Jac. 6, 16, Itala-Codex Corbeiensis, nunc Petropolit., ed. 
Wordsworth, Studia Bibl., Oxford 1885) cit^e par la d6cr6tale d’lnno- 
cent I*f (Denz. 99) suscitabit eum Dominus^y il se permot d’insister 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



234 


H. Jaeger 


Cette diversite des emplois du terme noQQrioia ne doit pas 
nous cacher le sens fondamental qu’il tient de sa presence dans 
le texte du Levitique. La naqqriala est Tattitude de celui qui 
se tient debout devant Dieu et devant les hommes. C’est ce 
qu’ont bien compris les plus recents traducteurs grecs^ de la 
Bible. LA oil les LXX avaient employe nagorjaia, ils ont sub- 
stitue les termes Sq&ojQ ou aviardfievoq. Quant k Texemple des 
martyrs 2 qui a tant contribue k I’extension de I’emploi du terme 
TtoQQtjala, s’il introduit un element juridique, il ramfene pour- 
tant la pensee vers le Christ ressuscite et qui demeure debout 
et victorieux. Le martyr s’unit k la victoire du Christ par la 
TtoQQtjala 

Pour les Pferes grecs le mot TtaQQYjaia s’imposait done comme 
terme biblique manifestant un contenu spirituel: I’assurance et 
le relevement de Tame qui r^sultent de Taction divine dans 
Thistoire reelle du salut. 

Par centre le contenu spirituel du mot fiducia chez les Peres 
latins etait le r&ultat d’un deplacement du plan juridique au 
plan spirituel. Aussi la fiducia a un sens plus determine et fixe 
dans sa function technique et juridique qui depasse largement 
le simple emploi de la naQQrjata dans la pratique des cours de 
justice. C’est un terme de juristes au sens strict. 

sur la r^urrection apport^e par cette extreme penitence: (fiduciam) 
. . . qua infirmua euhlevatus . . . Le Concile de T^ente insiste d’autant 
plus sur la fiducia apport^e par rExtrd>me-Onction, et il est le premier k 
le faire, contrairoment au Moyen-Age (ni St. Thomas S. c. G. IV, 73, 
ni St. Bonaventure, Op. omn. ed. Quarachi, IV, Diet. XXIII, 
pp. 587—602, ni Scot, IV Sent. Dist. XIII, quaest. unica, ni Lombard, 
r\^, Dist. 33), qu'il a adopts im texte faible, mais il r^v^le par le fait 
meme implicitement au chr^tien, qu’il sortira de cette vie, releve et 
debout, comme le Christ ressuscite; les deux disciples qui avaient 
reconnu leur seigneur ressuscite ne se sont-ils pas mis, sur Theuro 
rndme, le jour etant tombe, en marche vers la ville de Jerusalem? Le 
Chretien lui aussi, resolument, retourne k la Jerusalem celeste. Lc. 24, 33: 
xed dvaardvTeq amf) xfj wqq vTiiargerpav eig ^legovaaXqjn. 

^ Schlier, Art. jiaggrjaia, Kittel, Theol. Worterbuch. 

* Chrysostom., pan. Barn. 7 (2, 646D); Aster. Amas., Homil. 10 
(PG 40, 317 C); Greg. Nyss. Steph. 2 (PG 46, 732 A). 

* Par exemple: Mart. B. Apatil, CSCO, Copt. ser. m, tom. 2, Acta 
mart. II, Louvain 1950, p. 89, 9. 
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Les historiens du droit Romain Bont actuellement d’accord 
pour dire quo la fidvciay oomme notion du droit prive Romain, 
date du IP sikjle avant J. C.^ Les sources du droit Romain 
parlent de la fidiicia pour exprimer la livraison d’une propriete 
confiee k un creancier pour un certain temps, en garantie. II la 
rendait lorsque la dette etait payee*. 

C’est ainsi que les juristes Romains emploient I’expression 
technique fiducial 

1. k titre de livraison de propriete {fiducia>e causa mancipio 
dare, fidei fiduciae causa mancipio accipere) selon les termes de 
I’accord par lequel on signifie la destination incluse obligatoire- 
ment dans le pactum fiduciae. On trouve ainsi fiducia comme 
synonyme de pactum fiduciae dans des expressions comme fidu- 
exam contrahere ou fiducia contracta. Dans les sources classiques 
livraison de propriete et pactum fiduciae sont encore distingues, 
mais dans une epoque ulterieure la signification de la livraison 
disparait et les expressions fiduciam dare et fiduciam accipere 
signifient Taction complete de la livraison fiduoiaire, done livrai¬ 
son de propriete et pactum fiduciae^. 


* Walther Erbe, Die Fiducia im rdmischen Recht, Weimar 1940, p. 2; 
Arangio-Ruiz, Ist. *298: «una epoca di poco anterior© a Cicerone#. 

* E. Rabel, Real Securities in Roman Law, Illinois Law Rev. 36 
(1941) 371—393; Seminar 1 (1943) 32—47; Manigk, Art. «Fiducia», 
RE VI, 2287—2316; Raymond Monier, Vocabulaire du droit Romain, 
ed. 4*. Et. Domat. Montchrestien, 1949, p. 123 8.; Leopold Wenger, 
Die Quellen des Rdmischen Rechts, Wien 1963 (Osterr. Almdemie der 
Wisa., Denkschriften der Gesamtakad., Bd. 2), p. 757ss.; E. Carelli, 
Fiducia, Nuovo Digesto Italiano 6 (1938) 1131—1132; B. Kvibler, 
Dizionario epigrafico di antichitA roman© 3 (1922) 82—86; F, Senn, 
La form© la plus rdeent© de la donatio mortis causa. L*alidnation fidu- 
ciaire mortis causa, Nouvell© rev. hist, d© droit frangais et dtranger 37 
(1913) 275—310; Boethius ad Cic. trop. 10, 41 (cf. M. Tulli Ciceronis 
op. ed. Orelli, V, p. 340, 43): . . . haec mancipatio fidixciaria nominatur 
idcirco^ quod restUuendi fides irUerpouUur. 

* Erbe, 1. c., p. 11; H. Degenkolb, Bemerkungen zu dem pactum 

fiduciae, Savigny-Zeitschr. fiir Rechtsgesch. 9 (1870) 117—179; 

407—409; Hiibner, Ein pactum fiduciae, Hermes 3 (1869) 283—289; 
V. J. A. van Dijk, Fiducia cum creditor© contracta, Themis (1943) 
238—247. 


Digitized by 


Google 



236 


H. Jaeoeb 


2. pour la chose livree elle-m6me: on parle simplement de la 
fiducia dans le m^me sens que res fiduciae data ou res fiduciaria, 
pour exprimer la chose confiee elle-m^me'. 

Ce double emploi de fidiLcia chez les juristes etait logique et 
possible parce que la fidiLcia exprimait un rapport purement 
extrinsfeque et materiel entre debiteur et creancier. 

La fidiicia juridique au sens propre du terme signifie une re¬ 
lation exterieure parce que les documents des operations fidu- 
ciaires comme la Formula Baetica^ montrent bien que le pactum 
fiduciae n’entrainait jamais un titre formel, ni la conclusion d’un 
contrat ni engagement d’un procte. La fiducia se presente uni- 
quement en liaison avec les deux operations formelles de la 
maucipatio et de la in iure cessio^. Le contenu du pactum fiduciae 
etait reduit k la simple eonstatation d’une obligation contracts, 
k sa valeur totale et enfin k la duree de la garantie fiduciaire. 
Cette eonstatation d’un fait dans I’accord fiduciaire (done bien 
distingue d’un contrat!) rend la signification materielle du mot 
fiducia plus intelligible. Cette materialisation du terme fiducia 
dans le droit prive evite bien la confusion entre la fiducia au 
sens moral et la fiducia au sens des juristes. C’etait I’erreur de 
Ciceron, plus avocat que jurisfe, de croire que Taction fiduciaire 
aussi bien que la bona fides impliquait un titre formel^. 

D’ailleurs, il faut remarquer que la fixation du sens moral de 
fiducia eut lieu k peu pres k la m^me 6poque oh fiducia prenait 

* Manigk, 1. c., p. 22878.; Erbe, 1. c., p. 12. 

* Mommsen, CIL, Nr. 5042, Suppl. 5406: document juridique d*ime 
livraison fiduciaire du 1./2. si5cle; cf. r^cemment Wenger, 1. c., p. 757s.; 
B. J. Lintelo de Geer, Formula Baetica, Nieuwe bijdragen v. regtsgel. 20 
(1870) 450—455; Rudorff, t)ber die baetische Fiduciartafel. Eine Revi¬ 
sion, ZRG 11 (1873) 52—107; F. Baudry, Dictionnaire des emtiquit^s 
grecques et romaines d’apres les textes et les monuments, red. M. Ch. 
Daremberg et E. Saglio, Paris, 1 (1877); 2, 2 (1896) 1117—1118. 

* Erbe, 1. c., p. 12; 19s.; G. Grosso, Sulla fiducia a scopo di manumis- 
sio, Rivista Italiana por le scienze giuridiche, N. S. 4 (1929) 251—336; 
P. Collinet, Deux textes retrouv^s sur la fiducia: Gaius lib. X. ad Edic- 
tum provinciale, Dig. 19, 2 loc. cond., 25, 1; Alex. Severe, Code Just. 
4, 65 (66), de loc. et cond., 9 (234), en: Revue hist, de droit fran^ais et 
Stranger 16 (1937) 760—761; cf. surtout: U. Brasillo, Mancipatio fiduciae 
causa, Mel. F. de Vischer, 3. 

^ De nat. door. 3, 74; de off. 3, 16, 61; 3, 17, 70. 
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son sens technique chez les juristes. Avant cette epoque, le sens 
moral du mot fiducia etait beaucoup plus vague —, il se deter- 
minera 4 I’epoque classique. 

La pratique de la fidticiaj dans le droit Romain, a succede 4 
celle du jngnu8\ elle supposait des conditions juridiques plus 
complexes. Mais plus tard Justinien a supprime la pratique de 
la fiducia pour revenir 4 la forme antique du pignua^. La pre¬ 
miere entrainait maintes contestations, pour preserver les ga- 
ranties de toute fraude ou tromperie; elle 4tait ainsi vouee 4 
I’echec*. 

Les abus des operations fiduciaires, expos^os 4 la m^han- 
cete, 4 rinconstance humaine et 4 la fragilite des garanties 
humaines etaient bien connues dans la vie courante. St. Am- 
broise* en fait mention et TertuUien* a averti les ohretiens 4 
r ^ard des operations fiduciaires. 

Mais ce qui marque un echec dans le domaine du droit, con- 
fititue un gain dans le domaine de la religion chretienne. 

C’est Dieu qui donne la pleine garantie pour le ohretien qui 
s’engage envers lui. 

En effet, la fidwia au sens spirituel en gardant son squelette 
originaire juridique, trouve son plein epanouissement dans la 
langue chretienne. C’est pourquoi aussi Texpression fiduciae 
Tplenus se presente uniquement chez les auteurs ohretiens comme 
Ta constate Fr4nkel dans le Thes. Lg. Lat. ^ 

^ Manigk, Art. «Pignus», RE XX, 1, p. 1239; Monier, 1. o., p. 124; 
Erbe, 1. c., p. 84; Manigk, Art. «Fiducia», RE VI, p. 2289. 

• Cf. les difi^rents proc^ entre cr^ancier et d^biteur, comme Vactio 
fiduciae contraria (Erbe, 1. c., p. 117), les cnoxale Kontr&rklagem 
(Erbe, 1. c., p. 118), infid^lit^ de la part du fiduoiaire (Erbe, 1. c., p. 368s.) 
etc.; L. Chadel, Du jus distrahendi dans la fiducie et Thypoth^que, 
Paris 1902 (Thtee, FcMSult^ de Droit, Paris); sur la fiducia dans le droit 
romain: pp. 7—26. 

* De Tobia 12: hypothecae flagitat, pignua uaurpai, fiducias voccU, 

* Idol. 23: pecuniam de eihnicia miUuantes eub pignoribue fiduciati 
iurati cavetU et se negant, 

• VI, p. 706, 21: hunc usum non inveni nisi apud Christianas; cf. aussi 
I’expression de St. Hilaire: ... propria conscientia aUioris fiduciae 
(In Ps. 64, 2; PL 9, 348). Sur la distinction nette entre spes et fiducia 
dans la tradition latine cf. Tert. de bapt. 6 , 1: . . . od fiduciam spei; 
Aug. conf. 9, 13, 34: . . , fiducialiter speramus; Ambros. de vit. virt. 
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Le Sdcramentarium Leoninum montre un riche emploi du mot 
fiducia; c’est done un mot de la liturgie primitive. Les contextes 
montrent bien que le contenu spirituel, signifie par ce mot liturgi- 
que, indique un engagement envers Dieu et un avertissement a 
regard d’un engagement envers les hommes ou la conscience 
propre, par exemple: 

quod nostra fiducia non meretur pia supplicaiio reddai acceptum^. 
qui nostrae iustitiae fiduciam non habemus eorum meritis adiu- 
vemur^. 

qui nostras conscientiae fiduciam non habemus placentium tibi 
meritis protegamur^. 

Le complement reddai acceptum (premier exemple) prouve en 
plus son origine juridique dans les transferts formels des pro- 
prietes^. 

Grkce au sens materiel de fiducia juridique (employee pour 
designer la chose reelle livree au creancier) la fiducia religieuse 
de la langue chretienne peut des lors expriiner une realite spiri- 
tuelle tr^ forte: transfert du plus precieux de nous-m6me k 
Dieu, don de soi-mSme. Aussi St. Augustin pourra-t-il parler de 
la dulcis paupertas^ pour signifier le resultat du transfert de 
notre fiducia en Dieu, tout comme, chez les apotres et les mar¬ 
tyrs, la resurrection du Christ constituait la garantie de notre 
fiducia in Deum: Fiducia christianorum resurrectio mortuorum; 
iUam credentes sumus; hoc credere veritas cogit; veritalem Deus 
aperit (TertuUien) •. 

confl. PL 17, 1058:. .. corUra fiduciam spei; Greg. Mor. I, 40: ... per 
certitudinia fiduciam caelestia eperat; Greg. Past. Ill, 29; PL 77, 108 B; 

,ut sic de spe fiduciam habeant. 

1 Sacr. Leon. ed. de Feltoe, 2, 14. 

* Ibid. 46, 2. 

» Ibid. 61, 3. 

* Mancipatio, depositum, cammodatum, contractus pignatorius; cf. T. 
Niemeyer, Fiducia cum amico und depositum, Savigny-Zeitsch^t fiir 
Rechtsgeschichte 12 (1892) 297—324. 

» PL 36, 943; PL 37, 1120; PL 35, 2021. 

* De res. 1, 1; de res. 31, p. 69, 18; Mart. B. Apatil: mtdti pro nomine 
Domini Jesu Ckristi certarunt ac magna fiducia resurrectionem Chrieti, 
eius ad coelum adscensionem atque ad dexteram Patris sessionem adse- 
rebant (CSCO, ser. Ill, tom. 1, p. 89, 9). 
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Tandis que la noQQrjaia signifie TepanouisBement de Tame, 
Tassurance de celui qui s’est releve et Be tient debout devant 
Dieu et devant leB hommcB, la fiducia exige comme complement 
le verbe erigere pour exprimer cette r&ilite Bpirituelle, comme 
en temoigne non Beulement la tradition patriBtique latine^, mais 
toute la tradition m^dievale* juBqu’aux documents et decrets 
du Concile de Trente®. 

Cependant le mot fiducia a I’avantage de pouvoir exprimer 
plus exactement le fondement de ce rel^vement interieur: I’en- 
gagement de I’&me envers Dieu base sur les deux Alliances de 
Dieu et de son peuple. 

C’est pourquoi la confiance chretienne devrait d’une mani^re 
plus precise s’exprimer par trust (mieux encore: objective trust¬ 
worthiness) ou engagement pour conserver le fond du contenu 
spirituel des mots noQQrjaia et fiducia dans la Bible et chez les 
Peres. 


^ Tert. de res. 31, p. 69, 22: ... labefactans fiduciam resurrectionia 
... aed in teatationem reaurrectionia, . , . ut in illam apem erigeret . . . 
Aug. in ps. 88, 1; PL 37, 1120: . . . erigite animoa . . . Dat enim nobia 
id in eum fidttciam . . .; Aug. sermo 177, 2: reaurgendo de camia reaur- 
rectione fiduciam dedit; Greg. Mg. PL 76, 879; in aui fiduciam erecta. 

* Par exemple: St. Bonaventure, op. omn. ed. Quarachi, IX, 
p. 716b—717a; cf. le th^me de Verectio animi en liaison avec la fiducia 
et la fortitude dans la psychologie sumaturelle des scolastiques: K.-A. 
Gauthier, Magnanimity, Tidyal de la grandeur dans la philosophie et 
dans la thyologie chrytienne (Bibl. Thom. XXVIII), Paris 1951, p. 333, 
357 s. 

• Chap. 6 du dycret de la justification: ... in apem eriguntur, fiden- 
tea. Exemple des documents de la 6* session: erige atatim in apem et 
fiduciam C. T. V, p. 331, 20—26 (ed. Goerres-Gesellschaft); aussi A. 
Vega, De iustificatione doctrina universa, libri XV absolute tradita et 
contra omnes iuxta germanam sententiam orthodox iae veritatis, et 
Bocri Concilii Tridentini, praeclare defensa, Colonieie 1672, p. 787b: 
. •. ei hoc fiducia aaepe noa exhUaret, levat. 
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A note on AioSoxyj 

R. L. P. Milburn, Oxford 

Controversial issues have caused the word diadoxij, as used 
by the Fathers, to receive a full share of attention, but some 
of the earliest occurrences of this word, in the works of the 
Apologists, have nevertheless been largely disregarded and 
find no place in, for instance, the list of passages appended 
to C. H. Turner’s study of Apostolic Succession^. 

Writing about the middle of the second century, Tatian 
{Oral, 25) draws the contrast between pagan dissensions and 
Christian harmony on a number of important matters of philo* 
sophy and religion, and he goes on to declare that the heathen 
have “successions of teaching that jar one against the other” 
(axaaubdeu; doyfjuixojv diadoxai)^^ This is an exact anticipation 
of the use of diadoxij by Clement of Alexandria. The word 
appears to occur eight times in Clement’s extant writings*. 
Four of these instances are of a general nature (Strom. III. IX. 
65, where Eve is ahla diadox^Q tcjv re yeyvoyfiivoyif xwv ts 
dfUZQTavdvTOJv, Strom. II. XXIII. 140 naldwv duzdoxq cf. 
Poedagogus II. IX. 91, Strom. IV. XIII. 94, where things 
of this world are described as dX^dxQia xai x(bv xaxd diadox^ 
vjioQxovxa) but in the other four cases diadox;^ denotes the 
succession of a particular variety of teaching. In Strom. I. XIV. 
62, it is explained that “there have been three successions of 
philosophy — (piXoaocpiag duzdoxai — taking their names 
from the places where they arose”, and, shortly afterwards 
(Strom. I. XIV. 64) a reference is made to dcadox^l tcov tioq 

^ Essays on the Eewly History of the Church and the Ministry. 'Ed. 
H. B. Swete, pp. 197—206. 

* AtaSoxv is used again in Orat. 39, where it means the succession- 
list of Attic kings. 

• O. StahUn in GCS, Clem. Alex., IV. 329. 
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'’EUrfai (piXoa6qxjjiv. Again, when the opinions of philosophers 
about the chief good are being discussed, reference is made to 
“those called Annicereans of the Cyrenaic succession”, where 
KvQrpfapcfj diadoxq refers to the philosophic tradition of the 
school founded by Aristippus (Strom. II. XXI. 130.). Similarly, 
when forms of Christian teaching are being discussed (Strom. 
VI. VII. 61), the contrast is drawn between those who failed 
to nourish the seeds of Truth and those who have a sure and 
reliable apprehension of things past, present and future. This 
kind of knowledge, it is maintained, was handed down verbally 
by the Apostles ‘*to a few people” and then transmitted succes¬ 
sively (xaxsXriXvf^sv xara dutdoxAq). No attempt is made precisely 
to define who the transmitters were, any more than is done in 
the case of those who handed down the findings of pagan philo¬ 
sophy^. 

Another early use of duzdoxij may be discovered in Justin’s 
First Apology (31. 7)®. Here attention is drawn to the Hebrew 
prophets of old who announced the events of Christ’s life many 
years before they actually came to pass: “We find it predicted... 
that certain persons should be sent by Him unto every nation 
of the world to proclaim these things and that among the Cen- 
tiles in particular men should believe on Him. And the prophecy 
was made before He appeared, first 6000 years earlier, then 3000, 
then 2000, then 1000, and again 800 years earlier. For in succes¬ 
sive generations (xara rw; duzdox^ tcov yevcov) prophets arose one 
after another.” Here, as frequently in the language of the Fathers, 
the succession is closely connected with truth, but in this case it 
is truth prophetically declared rather than handed down after 
the event. 


^ The use of diadoxA iu the sense of a succession of teachers and thus 
of a particular sort of teaching continues in Byzantine Greek. For 
instance, Georgius Pisides, writing in the seventh century, explains 
that the name of the promontory of Hera was adopted by tradition 
from the idolatrous worship that formerly prevailed (de Exp. Pers. 1.169); 
oiho} yoQ airzijfv ix nXdvrjq 

rrjg tiqIp Hgaroihrjg duxSox^ dedeyfUvot. . 

* The word occurs also in I. Ap. 32. 14: Totf 'Icacwp xal tov *Iovda xaxd 
yhovg diadox^ vWc ihifjQxev» 
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Justin returns to the same theme in his Dialogue with Trypho 
(62) where the word diadoxij is again found: “You had prophets in 
succession {xara duzdox^v) imtil John (the Baptist)”^. It is ex¬ 
plained that this order of Hebrew prophets ceased with the 
coming of Christ but that (82) the divinely-bestowed power of 
prophecy was inherited as a lasting possession by the Church^. 
However, Justin has to lament that “precisely as there were false 
prophets in the time of your holy prophets, so we also find that 
many false teachers arise”, and the prophetic succession is 
thus shown to be not so much a matter of formal appointment as 
manifest wherever prophetic utterances are in harmony with the 
sound doctrines of Scriptural truth. Sometimes, according to an 
unnamed opponent of Montanus’, it was the violent and eccentric 
character of a prophetic utterance, no less than its content, 
which marked out a prophet as offending against the tradition and 
succession {TtoQddoatjg xal 6uidox;i^) of the Church from the beginning. 

Another instance of the use of duzdoxi^ by the Apologists 
occurs in the Legatio of Athenagoras (28. 3) where both noun 
and verb are used in close connexion. Athenagoras explains 
that the heathen gods are mere men, and he invokes the witness 
of Herodotus who had been instructed to this effect by certain 
Egyptian priests. “And who,” he asks, “could be more trust¬ 
worthy than those who received in succession, son from father, 
the traditional knowledge along with the priesthood?” {olpcara 
duidox^ yivovQy Tzalg Ttagh naxQdg, d)g Ti)r leQcoavvrpf xal vijv 
laroglav dta6ex6pevoi). This passage happens to connect 
the preservation of traditional thith and the priesthood in a 
manner comparable with the language of Hippolytus. For, 
at the beginning of his work Against the Heresies where, as he 
states, he is concerned to affirm Truth by contrast with erro¬ 
neous speculation^, Hippolytus declares that falsehood is refut- 

^ Reference is also made, in connexion with the foreccLSt of Genesis 
XLIX. 8—12, to the continuance of the Jewish royal line until the 
coming of Christ, but Justin’s main concern is with the prophets rather 
than the kings. 

* UoLQ* iguv xal /JtixQi rUp nQoqxjrotd xaQl>^iujxd 

* Cf. Eusebius, H.E. V. 16. 8. 

* Refutatio. I. 1. 6. 
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ed by the Holy Spirit alone ''which the Apostles in time past 
received and handed down to those who held a right faith. We are 
their successors (duidoxoi) and, having received the same graci¬ 
ous gift, we possess a share in both the high priesthood and the 
teaching; and being reckoned as guardians of the Church we 
do not doze our time away or remain silent concerning right 
doctrine” ^ 

The effect of these uses of diadoxri by the Apologists, insofar as 
it can be discerned, is to strengthen the impression conveyed 
even by the classic "succession passages” in Irenaeus^ and Tertul- 
lian that the pre-Nicence Church was concerned to declare its un¬ 
yielding guardianship of revealed truth without specifying very 
exactly how this tradition is handed down. Later needs might 
inevitably give rise to the definition that authority is sacra¬ 
mentally transmitted from ordainer to ordained in a long line 
of bishops, but, in their confiict with the Gnostics second-and 
third-century churchmen betrayed no interest in this idea. 
Lists of bishops, whether strictly authentic or not, were found 
to be a valuable method whereby a local church could demonstrate 
its close connexion with the Apostles and thus with apostohc 
doctrine, so that Hegesippus’ was rightly impressed by the fact 
that the properly constituted authorities in every church to 
which he went preached substantially the same saving doctrine 
by contrast with the wild variety of heretical speculations^. 

^ Later in the same work (IX. 7) Hippolytus refers to the succession 
(md diadoxfyf) of heretical teachers at Rome with which, again, 
orthodox doctrine is contrasted: **but we often opposed them and 
refuted them and compelled them, unwilling as they were, to confess 
the truth.** Cf. the mention of duxSoxai of Marcionite ymvdmlaxojtoi in 
“Adamantius** Dial. I. 8. When Eusebius set forth his diaSoxcd twv 
isumdXoo/w (H. E. 1.1 etc.) he was declaring the widespread advance of 
the true philosophy by contrast with the false or inadequate speculations 
of non-Christian thou^t. 

* E. Holland in Journal of Ecclesiastical History I. 12—28. 

* Ap. Eusebius H. E. IV. 22. 

* As the Chronicon of Hippolytus shows, the succession was held 
to possess another kind of apologetic value in that the lines of Christian 
bishops could be presented as a coimterweight to the series of Jewish 
high priests. So, in I. Clement 42 and 44, the Christian ministry had been 
clearly set forth as the continuation of the ministry of high priest, 
priests and levites under the old dispensation. 
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But the diadoxri of truth could proceed in several diflFerent 
ways. Justin pictured to himself a series of inspired prophets, 
while Hippolytus, to judge from the passage quoted above, was 
content to leave his succession of teachers imdefined as oi 
dQ&ibq TisnujTEVxdxeq. 

Tertullian supplies an interesting commentary in those chap¬ 
ters of the De 'praescriptione hereticorum (XXXII. XXXVI) 
where he challenges the heretics to “unfold the roll of their bi¬ 
shops running down in due succession (per successionem) from 
the beginning”. For all the importance which he attaches to 
the principle of episcopal succession whereby the first occupant 
of each see shall have an apostle or apostolic man as his atLCtor 
et antecessor, he yet proposes, as his test of true apostolicity, 
consanguinitas doctrinae, and allows that churches which, as 
it were from circumstances beyond their control, are unable 
to trace their line of bishops back to an apostolic source may 
yet be “accounted as fully apostolic because they are in agree¬ 
ment with the faith of the Apostles”. The important matter is the 
preservation of truth, and the ceaseless war with heresy concerns 
doctrinaram distinctio, since the good seed sown by Grod has 
been corrupted by the wild oats of the devil’s planting. The 
church at Rome, Tertullian went on to explain, may be accounted 
lucky because the Apostles there poured out not merely their 
blood but also the fulness of their teaching (iota docirina), 

Irenaeus, writing some forty years earlier, had made the same 
point when he declared “true knowledge to consist in the aposto¬ 
lic teaching”^, handed down in orderly fashion by successions 
of bishops2 or of priests^, and serving to interpret ihe aenigmata 
et ambiguitates of Hebrew prophecy^. By contrast “the heretics 
who offer strange fire at the altar of God— that is to say strange 
doctrines — will be burnt up by the heavenly fire as Nadab and 


1 Adv. Haer. IV. 33. 8. 

» Adv. Haer. I. 27. 1. HI. 3. 1-^3. IV. 26. 5. IV. 33. 8. 

• Adv. Haer. III. 2. 2. IV. 26. 2. Irenaeus’ use of the word presbyter 
is discussed by A. Ehrhardt, Apostolic Succession, pp. 110—114; cf. 
Holland op. cit. p. 22 f. 

« IV. 26. 1. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



A note on AtadoxA 


245 


Abihu were’’^. *H djio r&v oTtoarAXoiyv TuiQddoaK; is closely 
linked, in the celebrated passage Hdereaes III. 3. 3, 

with TO xfjg dXrfieloQ xi^ovy/ia^^ and some might therefore doubt 
whether it is necessary to follow the editors and emend 
^ Eusebius’ quotation* rfj avrfj rd^ei xal rfj avxf\ 
iiiaxfj, ^ duzdoxij even though the Latin version has successio. 

At any rate these variant readings serve as a reminder that 
Irenaeus and his contemporaries valued the duzdoxri primarily 
as a safeguard of that Scriptural truth which represented the 
apostolic didax^ in its primitive and imcocrupted form. 

‘ IV. 26. 2. 

* Cf. K. Muller's note on charisma vcriUUis in ZNTW 1924, pp. 210— 
222 . 

* H. E. V. 6. 6. 
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An ‘*01d Latin” Quotation (II Tim. 3.2), 
and its Adventures in the MSS. of St. Cyprian’s 
De unitate ecclesiae Chap. 16 

M. B^venot, Oxford 

In n Tim. 3.2, there is a list of the sins which will be prevalent 
in novissimis diebua. Men, we read, will be yqveixjiv djiei^eig, 
axdQunoi, xxX, The Vulgate translates this: parentibus rum 
cboedientes, ingraii, etc. What did Cyprian write? Without 
pretending that I have exhausted all the evidence, I have so far 
coUected over a dozen different readings, most of which occur 
already in our oldest MSS. (eighth or ninth century), and all 
before the thirteenth century. Here are the variations already 
existing in the ninth century: 

parentibfia inobedientes, ingrati 

„ inavdienteSy „ 

„ indicto non obedientes^ „ 

„ indicto inobedientea^ „ 

„ in dido non audientes, „ 

„ in dido inaudientea, „ 

„ indicto audientea^ „ 

C. H. Turner was the first to suggest (in 1923) that the correct 
reading was: parentibua indictoavdientea^ the latter word being 
used in Christian circles as the negative of dictoavdiena^ which 
meant ‘^obedient”. He had already (in 1904) discussed the 
occurrence of these and cognate words in the Old Latin Bible 
and taking up the question once more in its bearing on the 
translator of Irenaeus, he wrote: “To the few examples enume¬ 
rated in my Eccl. Occid. Mon. Jur. Ant. I 161, I can now add 
2 Tim. 3. 2 ap. Cypr. eccl. unit. 16 (224. 20) parentibna indicto- 


^ Ecclesiae Occidentcdis Monumenta luris Antiquissima vol. I fasc. 1 
pareU (1904), p. 151. 
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avdienies, where Cod. R alone preserves the true reading, the 
other MSS. and Hartel inserting norrC\^ 

Codex R is a Vatican MS. of the ninth century^, in which the 
first hand gives indicto avdierUea (in two words), but this is later 
corrected to indicto non obedieTUes. However R is not the only 
MS. that supports Turner’s suggestion. I can now add to it the 
direct evidence of four other MSS.: two of the same ninth cen¬ 
tury, one in Angers and the other here in Oxford, and two of the 
eleventh century, one in Bamberg (B) and the other a second in 
the Vatican*. 

With this MS. evidence before us, we can review the pre¬ 
history of this unusual word and then attempt an explanation of 
the different readings to which it gave rise in our MSS. 

For all its strangeness, this long and clumsy word has a good 
classical basis. Dictoavdiens is foimd throughout — from Plautus 
through Caesar and Cicero to the jurists Ulpian and Paulus^. 
So Cicero, (Verr. Act. 2 lib. 1,114): prohibe si potes, si habes qui 
te andiai, si. potest tibi dictoaudiens esse quisquam. It is on this 
basis that the abstract noun dictoaudientia was created, which 
we find in Christian circles. Thus Samuel’s reproof to Saul for 
offering sacrifice reads in one Old Latin version: Et ecce dicto¬ 
audientia melior est quam sacrificium (I Sam. 16. 22)*. 

However, the negative form of these words cannot have been 
common: it is attested, so far as I know, only by C 3 rprian in 

^ C. H. Turner and A. Souter, Novum Testamentum S. Irenaei (1923), p. 
XXni ; cf. pp. LXXIX andLXXXIII (Souter), andpp. 21 and 236 (Turner). 

* Vat. Reg. Lat. 116. 

* Angers 148; Oxford, Bodl. Add. C 16; Bamberg BIV 6; Vat. Lat. 202. 

* Thes. Ling. Lat. s. v. audio, (vol. II col. 1289, 46ff.); dico (vol. V, 1 
col. 993, 68fif.). — For this reason, it is difficult to follow Sven Lund- 
strdm when he suggests the possibility of Greek influence here [cf. 
*‘Neue Studien zur Lateinischen Irenaeusiibersetzung*’, Lunds Uni- 
versitets Arsskrift N. F. Avd. 1 Bd. 44 (1948), p. 231]. On the other 
hand, he misses the fact that the negative prefix in-, before the well- 
established dictoaudiens, may well have been inspired by the a-privative 
in dneiOeiq etc. 

* Lucifer, De reg. apost. 2 (CSEL 14, p. 40, 22); cf. Ps. Aug. spec. 29 
(CSEL 12, p. 442, 3), €uid Kufinus, Horn. Orig. in Lev. 4, 6 (GCS 29, p. 323, 
13—14). Thes. Ling. Lat. s. v. dictoaudientia (vol. V, 1 col. 1014, 33ff.) 
gives further scripture passctges (but the reference to Pacian should be 
“epist. 1, 4,” not epist. 14). 
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biblical quotations, and by the translator of Irenaeus^. You 
will not find it in HartePs text of C3q)rian; but Turner, in his 
first note on these words mentioned above, tersely remarks: 
quibu8 locia adde sis Cyprianum Test. II 27 {Jn. 3. 36) qui 
indictoaudiens est filio {Hartel contra codices non dido 
audiens)^. Let one passage from Irenaeus suffice — not 
this time a biblical quotation, but the title of a chapter on the 
disobedience of Adam repaired by the obedience of Christ t 
... guemadmodum, homo cum indictoaudiens fuisset, invaluit 
Deus^ per dictoaudientiam meliorem fieri hominem^. 

But Turner’s solution is supported not only by the examples 
which can be quoted from the first centuries, and by the direct evi¬ 
dence of five of our MSS., but also by the indirect evidence of 
the MSS. taken all together. Thus, of the variants given above, 
all but the first two contain in-dicto, and audientes prevails over 
cbedienteSy introduced no doubt under the influence of the Vul¬ 
gate. But the negative inserted between the two halves of the 
word varies between non and tn-, and is, of course, absent from 
our five MSS.—a phenomenon clearly suggestive of interpolaticm* 

Moreover, it is not difficult to explain how the variations 
arose. By the ninth century the word indictoaudiens had long 
sinoe fallen out of use and was no longer imderstood. In fact, 
taken as two words it could not fail to be misunderstood. For, 
at tiiat time, indicium was a word commonly used for an ecclesi¬ 
astical edict, in contrast to edictum^ a civil edict. So the couplet 
given in Du Cange: Edicunt Reges^ indicit festa Saeerdos; Prae- 
stdis Indictum, die Edictum fore RegumK 

^ Thee. Ling. Lat. s. v. indictoaudiens (vol. Vn, 1 ool. 1163, 66£f.). 

* Cf. p. 249 n. 1. 

* IrenaeuB, Adversus haereses IV 39 (Harvey 64) tit. 

^ Glossar. Med. et Inf. Lat., s.v. indictum. — The famous fair in 
honour of Saint Denys near Paris, which was already established in 
the seventh century, is evidence for the popular use of the word. The 
fair was called Nundinum Indicti, its cheurter having a religious character. 
That the word was a commonplace is shown by the fact that it became 
corrupted in its French form, and the fair is still known today as “la 
foire du Lendit'\ indicium having become “PElndit*’ and then “le Lendit” 
— which shows that the origin of the name had been completely for¬ 
gotten (of. Du Cange, op. cit., and Grande Enoyclop4die s. v. Lendit). 
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It is for that reason that the majority of the MSS. insert a 
negative after indicto; to those who transcribed them indicto 
avdientes seemed to mean ''hearkening to the edict of their 
parents”, whereas the sense required the opposite. And I cannot 
help feeling that the most ingenious emendation is the one due 
to the Cistercians, who worked hard to achieve a really critical 
edition, when by the slightest of emendations they made the 
parents obey the edict and the sons ungrateful to them for doing 
so: parentibus indicto avdientibua ingrati^. 

The significance of this paper is not confined, then, to esta¬ 
blishing Cyprian’s reading of this scripture text. This passage 
may prove to be a measuring-rod of the different MSS. At least, 
it should help to classify the MSS. according to the various 
emendations which they have adopted^ And I may be forgiven 
for thinking that the five MSS. which preserve the original 
reading are deserving of special attention. If, against the current 
understanding of the time, they kept such an unlikely combi¬ 
nation as parentibus indictoavdienieSy there is every likelihood 
that they have preserved a good text throughout. But, of course, 
such a presumption will need verification*. 

' Dijon 124; Paris, Bib. Nat. Lat. 1660. 

• Since this paper was written, two more MSS. have been found to 
have the same reeuiing. They are (1) the ninth century Munich MS.Clm. 
4697, and (2) W, the contemporeuy Wurzburg MS. (M. p. th. f. 146), 
both of which derive from the same ancient source (cf. B. Bischoff und 
J. Hofmann, Libri Sancti Kyliani, p. 33). W’s text indicia non ou- 
dientea (as reported by Hcui;el) is due to the addition of non by a second 
hand. For this last information I am very much indebted to the kindness 
of Professor Hofmann, the librarian of Wurzburg University. 
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Breves Remarques sur les Commentaires Patristiques 
de Matth. XVI, 18 a 

H. Clavier, Strasbourg 

Le premier Commentaire suivi de TEvangile scion Matthieu 
est celui d’Orig^ne. On salt de quelle mani^re et sous quelle 
forme il nous a transmis, soit dans T original grec, soit dans 
la version latine^. On sait k quelles directives ob4it I’exdg^ 
d’Origfene*. Quelles que soient les reserves k faire sur certaines 
interpretations, on ne pent qu* admirer T erudition d’Origfene, 
et meme, tant qu’il s’en tient au texte, la rigueur relative de sa 
methode*. H n’y a pas qu’aliegorie, mais reelle intuition spiri- 
tuelle dans beaucoup de ses commentaires. Celui de Matth. XVI, 
18a en o£fi« un exemple assez remarquable, auquel, habituelle- 
ment, on ne rend pas justice. 

La dignite de Pierre est reconnue; mais elle est etendue k 
quiconque suit le Christ et se conforme k lui*. Celui-li participe 
au privilege qui n’est pas exclusif, d’etre nhqa, et mdme, dans 
un sens, Cette interpretation spirituelle qui, en dehors 

' Cf. notcunment, E. Klostermeum und E. Benz, Zur tJberlieferung der 
Matthauserklarung des Origenes, Leipzig 1931 (TU 47, 2); A. Puech, 
Histoire de la Litterature grecque chr6tienne, tome II, Paris 1928, pp. 
379 88. 

* Cf. Puech, ibid., et la critique scuis indulgence de Jos. Ludwig, Die 
Primatworte Mt. 16, 18. 19 in der altkirchlichen Exegese, Munster i. W. 
1952 (Neutestam. Abhandlungen, Band XIX), pp. 38—40, 42. 

* Cf. Puech, ibid. 

* Cf. H. Clavier, IlhQog xal niTQa, in: Neutestcun. Studien fur R. 
Bultmann, Berlin 1964, pp. 94 8. 

* L’exeg^ d’Origene parait si remcu’quable qu’elle doit etre suivie 

dans le texte, dont voici les passages essentiels: raxa di 6neg 
asioxQt^el; SI/mov IHtqoq ehiev h ext ) tl 6 Xgicndg 6 vldg rov Oeov tov 
CwvTog, iop (bg 6 IUrgog Xiyoiiuv, ov aagpcdg xai alfiarog ^fup djioxaXvyxxyrog 
a)Jja (peuredg rifiwv Tfj Hagdlg, i^JAfitpavrog and tov h ovgavoig noTQdg, 
xai a&coi yivofj^da Sjteg xai 6 IlirtQogt SpoCwg fioxagiCofAevoi did t6 rd 

ahta TOV fioxagia/iov hitlvip xai itp* ^fidg itp&axivai . yivdpe^ IUrgog, 

xai dp }JyotTO dn6 tov <Oeov> idyov Td av el IUrgog xai rd l^fig' nirga 
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de toute contamination gnostique ou n5o-platonicienne^, pent se 
i^clamer de Paul*, de Jean*, voire de Pierre*, ne varie pas au 
fond quand Tacoent est plao5 sur le Christ, sur le t4moin de 
Christ ou sur la foi au Christ dans la comprehension de Tihga. 
H n’y a 14, en somme, que des aspects ou des nuances de la 
m5me conception religieuse ou mystique orientee vers les r^alites 

ydQndgdXQunov dip* o6bu909ol %<ijfivo9>bi nwevfuxTotfjgdxoXov&of5affQ 

ndTQag$,Halini ndaaw xiiPTotaikrpfniTQapolHodofjieiTiudiKKXTjauunucdgTidQXdyog 

Hal HOT* nobxda . eldiinl rdf ha htthaw IHtqov wopUCeig htd rov 

Seoi olxoSofiela&cu rifp naaop bcnkryiiaaf puhop, xl d 9 ipi^aatg negl *Ioxinov rov 
ixfjg Pqovxfjgt vlov rj ixdaxov xch dutoaxdXcav; dXijdcbg ye dga xoXfxfyjmptew Xtyeae 
Sxi nixQov /ih IdUog ndkai dSov od xaxusxdaovai^ xu/w di Xoata/ff 60100 x 6 X 039 xal 
X &9 xeXeio 39 *** xaxusxdoovoi^; o 6 xl 6 i xal bil Ttdwxojv xal bp* bcdoxov adxoh x 6 
TiQoetQfjfihow x 6 n 6 ku dSov 06 xaxusxdoofoaof xax* adxrjg yhexai xal x 6 ini 
xafkfj xfj ndxgq olxodopn^o} fiov xipf botXryjkaf; Die Griechisohen Christ- 
lichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte, Origenes Werke, 
X. Band (Matthauserkl&rung), Leipzig 1936, pp. 84—86. La version 
latine de oette exeg^se, donn^e paralieiement, porte in fine: Si autem 
super unum ilium Petirum arbitraria univeraam eccleaiam aedificari a 
Deo, quid dicta de lacobo et lohanne filiia ^UmitruU vd de aingidia apo- 
atoliaf Vere ergo ad Petrum quidem dictum eat: tu ea Petrua, at auper 
hanc petra/m aedificabo eccleaiam meam, et portae inferorum non prae* 
valebunt ei; tamen omnibua apoatolia et omnibua qwbuaque perfectia fide- 
libua dictum videtur, quoniam omnea aunt Petrua et petrae, et in omnib%ia 
aedificata eat eccleaia Chriati, et adveraua nullum eorum qui talea aunt 
portae praevalent inferorum .. .ibid., p. 86. On note qu*Origene rspporte 
le abxfiq final du verset 18 non k hcxkrialar, mais k ndxga et, par suite, 
k ntcQog, ce que sont, comme Pierre lui-meme, non seulement les autres 
apdtres, mais tous les vrais fideles. Ce rapport est moins naturel que 
Tautre, g^n^ralement admis, mais 1* interpretation de Petros et petra en 
est ind^pendante. 

' Cf. Puech, ibid. 

* Cf. I Cor. 10, 4 ( 1 } nhga di ijr 6 Xgujxdg); Rom. 9, 33 {xlbrjfu ... 

Xl&or... xal nixQap); I Cor. 3, 11 {befUXtof . *lTioovg Xgurxdg); 16 

{vadg Oeov ioxe); Eph. 2, 20—22 (inotxodoiirfihxeg ini x<p bepeXItp 
x&p 60100 x 6 X 039 ,..); Rom. 6, 3ss.; 8, 9ss.; 12, 6; 13, 14 etc.; Gal. 2, 20; 
3, 27; 4, 19 etc.; Col. 3, 3 etc.; Philip. 4, 13 etc. etc. 

* Cf. dans lee Merits johanniques, les tr^ nombreuses passages oil la 
communion parfaite avec J^sus-Christ est k la foie le but, la gr&ce, et la 
qualification supremes. 

* Cf. Timage de la pierre angulaire appliqu6e k J^sus, dans I Pi. 
2, 4—8; la grande humility de I’apOtre, et sa mise en garde centre Teeprit 
autoritaire, in I Pi. 6, Iss. Quant k la notion de communion avec Christ, 
moins accentu^ que dans Paul et Jean, elle n*est pas absente de Pierre. 
Cf. I Pi. 1, 3. 11. 21; 2, 4ss. etc. J^sus-Christ est le pasteur et T^vSque 
de nos ames (I Pi. 2, 26). 
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int^rieures, conoentr^e dans la communion avec le Christ^. H 
n’y a pas d’incompatibility entre ces accents variys qui appa- 
raissent parfois successivement chez le mdme interpryte^. 

La difficulty serait plus grande de concilier cette orientation 
intyrieure avec une orientation extyrieure. Si T opposition n’est 
pas fatale, vers le centre, elle le devient au fur et k mesure que 
s’accyiyrent les deux mouvements centripyte et centrifuge. 
Le courant exteme serait en Tespyce celui qui a conduit d’abord 
k identifier Tthga avec Jlhgog en tant qu’individu concret, 
ensuite k assurer par des moyens visibles la transmission d’un 
priviiyge considyry comme exclusif. 

Je n’ai pas T intention de reprendre ou de critiquer les ytudes 
d6jk publiyes sur les commentaires patristiques de Matth. XVI, 
18a*. Je dysire seulement prysenter quelques observations sur 
les origines des deux conceptions signaiyes. Je leur ai accoiy, 
faute de mieux, les ypithytes d’interne et d’exteme. On pourrait 
aussi, mais ce serait encore plus prdter k confusion, les dycorer 
des qualificatifs de mystique et de ryaUste*. 

1. Le courant interne. Les sources du courant interne sont 
aisyment discemables dans la tradition primitive, et cela non 
seulement sous ses formes johannique*, paulinienne*, ou deutyro- 
paulinienne^, mais rndme synoptique*. Feut-on en dyterminer le 
oours souterrain? Peut-6tre, k certains affieurements. 

Ce que Ton trouve chez Ciyment Bomain est peu, sans 
doute, mais n’est pas rien. H insiste assuryment sur 1’unity 

^ L*apj>artenance commune k Christ, et de Christ, fait que chacun 
de ceux qui y participent devient, dans une certaine mesure, et dans un 
certain sens, un Christ. De trys nombreux mystiques, depuis Paul, 
Tout yprouvy. C’est ainsi que IHtqo^ devient aussi un fonds commun, 
et un nom commun, dans la communion de celui qui est la nirga de base 
et de fondation. 

* Ainsi chez Oiigyne et les Ryformateins. 

* Cf. J. Ludwig, op. cit.; H. Clavier, art. cit.; Edouard Massaux, Influ¬ 
ence de TEvang. de St. Matth. sur la littyrature chr^t. avant St. Iryn^e, 
Louvain 1960. 

* Ces deux adjectifs sont pris dans des sens divers, et souvent pyjoratifs. 

* Cf. supra p. 264 note 3. 

* Cf. supra p. 264 note 2. 

* Cf. supra p. 264 note 4; add. Hb. 3, 14; 13, 8. 20 etc. 

* Cf. Matth. 11, 27, et parall.; 18, Iss. et parall.; 23, 8—12 etc. 
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visible de TEglise^, sur Tordre qui doit y r^gner*, sur T institu¬ 
tion et la transmission r^guliferes des fonctions dans I’Eglise*; 
mais il rappelle sans treve les conditions et qualifications spiri- 
tuelles indispensables k la bonne marche de TEglise et k la 
validity r^elle de ses ministferes, notamment T humility, le 
service, 1’amour, en Christ^. Le iv Xqutt^ paulinien revient une 
dizaine de fois dans la lettre de Clement, et chaque fois au sens 
fonciferement religieux, ou mystique dans ce sens, que lui donne 
Tapotre®. C’est ce iv XQurtm, source de toute vertu chr^tienne, 
qui fait r^ellement, au fond, Tapotre, les apotres, et ceux qui 
sont appel4s k poursuivre leur oeuvre. Pierre et Paul sont les 
seuls mentionn4s dans T^pitre®. H semble bien qu’ils soient sur 
le mSme plan^. 

Les fonctions ^piscopales de G4ment le rendent natiuelle- 
ment, et justement, sensible k tout ce qui ne serait pas dans 
Tordre, le bon ordre®. H Test assur^ment plus que Tauteur 
candide de la Didache®, qui pourtant soup 9 onne d^j& que les 
qualifications spirituelles doivent etre contr614es^®. N^anmoins, ni 
Tun ni Tautre ne conteste la primaut^ de TEsprit g6n6rateur 
d’apostolat et de tout ministdre chr^tien. 


' I C16ment 46, 6—9; 47, Iss., in Pair. Apostol. Op., 6d. Gebhardt- 
Hamack, t. I, Leipzig 1876. 

» Ibid. 42, 2; 67, 1. 

• Ibid. 42, las.; 43, 1; 44, Iss. 

^ Ibidem 16, Iss. et passim. 

5 Ibid. 1, 2; 22, 1; 38, 1; 43, 1; 46, 6; 48, 4; 49,1; comp.44, 3; 67, 2; 
69, 3 etc. 

• Ibid. 6, 4 s.; 47, 1 ss. (Petros in 6, 4, Kepha in 47, 3). On a fait ob¬ 
server que se r^f^rant k I Ck>r. 1, lOss.; 3, 3ss. 21 s., oil Apollos est nomm6 
avant Cephas, Clement nomme Cephas avant Apollos. 

’ Si Tim des deux 6tait favoris6, ce serait plut6t Paul; cela pourrait 
8*expliquer du fait que Clement 4crit aux Corinthiens. Les apdtres sont 
^galement donn^ indistinctement, comme envoy6s par Jesus-Christ, 
lui-meme envoy6 par Dieu (42, Is.), et comme s’^temt assures une 
succession r6guliere, afin de parer aux competitions, source de divisions 
(44, Iss.). jesus-Christ reste I’lmique oQX^Qsvg (36, 1). 

« Ibid. 42, 2. 

• Cf. Didache, chap. XI— Xn, passim, 6d. Paul Sabatier, Paris 1885. 

Ibid. pp. 20, 21, 67—60. Cf. A. Puech, op. cit., t. II, p. 17 s., 20. 
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Le Pseudo-Barnabas ne le ddnierait pas davantage^, lui 
dont les aUdgories font une si grande place k T Esprit. Celle de la 
pierre {jcirQa) qui n’est pas oublide, est appliqude k Jdsus- 
Christ-. Ailleurs, il est vrai, et moins heureusement, ce sera une 
laine dcarlate au milieu desdpines*. Les apotres sont mentionnds, 
mais globalement, sans r^fdrence particulifere. Le souci institu- 
tionnel parait encore moindre que dans les parallfeles de Tdpitre 
aux Hdbreux*. La reconstruction d’un temple visible importe 
peu auprfes du vrai temple qui est un coeur purifie par Christ, 
oil Dieu vient habiter®. 

La notion de TEglise en tant qu’institution, le souci de son 
ordre et de sa discipline, sont au contraire marquds chez Ignace 
d’Antioche, plus meme que chez Cldment de Rome®. Toutefois, 
la veine mystique est riche k travers les dcrits gdn4ralement 
admis du Thdophore en Christ, duChristophoreen Dieu’. Ce qui 
importe essentiellement au ministfere chrdtien, quel qu’il soit, 
c’est bien cela. Les ap6tres en ont donn^ I’exemple. De leurgroupe 
se detachent Pierre et Paul®. II est possible qu*Ignace ait fait 
allusion k Matth. 16, 17, qui prdlude k 18a; mais, dans ce cas, 
d’ailleurs douteux®, il s’appliquerait ce texte k lui-m5me. D ne 
fait mention nulle part d’un privilegium Petri, et si la lettre k 
Polycarpe est bien de lui, c’ est sans doute au Christ qu’ il pense en 
parlant d’un conseil fondd sur le roc^®. 

^ Cf. Bamabcie Epistula in Patr. Apostol. Op., 6d. Gebhardt-Hamack, 
1.1, Leipzig 1870, index vocab. k TtvevfMa. Cf. A. Puech, op. cit., II, 22—31. 

* Barnab. Epist. 6, 1—4, notamment 3: xai i^rpciv fiB wg aieQsdv 
:T£Tg€cr, qui manque dans la version latine. 

* Ibid. 7,11: rtmog tov *Iryjov rfj hcxXryrlqL ^d/ievog, 

* Les apdtres sont mentionn^s globalement ©n 6,9. L*6pitre d© Barna¬ 
bas va {^us loin que I’^pitre aux H^breux, en comparant les c4r4monies 
juives aux paiennes (9, 6 etc.), la notion juive du temple k celle du temple 
paien (16, 2). Comp. Hb. 9, 10 pctssim. 

^ Cf. Barnab. 16, 7ss. 

* Cf. A. Puech, op. cit., I, p. 61 s. 

^ Ibid. p. 54 s.; Ignatii et Polyccurpi Epist., in Patr. Apostol. Op., 
did. Gebhitfdt-Hamack-Zahn, t. II, Leipzig 1876, cf. index vocab.: 

* Ignat, ad. Rom. 4, 3; ad Magnes. 10. Comp, ad Trail. 7 et ad PhUad. 4. 

* Dans Philad. 7, 2; mais Ed. Massaux, op. cit., p. 106, reconnait 
lui-m6me que <la d^pendance litt^raire est tr^ douteuse». 

Ign. Polycarpo 1. 
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L’6pitre attribute & Polycarpe, supposerait chez T^veque de 
Smyme des sentiments et des notions semblables, par^ d’une 
bienveillance et d’une humility fort ^mouvantes. Ecrivant aux 
Philippiens, il se reclame naturellement de Paul^. H lui associe, 
une fois, les autres apdtres globalement^, sans en nommer aucun. 
n voit aussi dans F union avec Christ la qualification supreme ^ 
en Christ le grand prStre divin^, auquel nous sommes lids par la 
foi qui est notre mdre®. 

Vers le milieu du second sidcle, Hermas, dont les tdmoins 
les plus surs nous disent qu’il dtait frdre de Pie, dveque de Rome®, 
nous livre, dans ses alldgories, quelques notions sur FEglise 
et sa fondation. L’Eglise est le but mdme de la crdation’. Son 
fondement, sa pierre, c’est le fils de Dieu, qui soutient ddj4 
toute la crdation®. Sur ce roc est b&tie la tour de FEglise. Ses 
pierres de base sont d’abord celles de FAncienne Alliance, 
rdparties en trois generations; puis viennent quarante pierres 
symbolisantindifferemment: apotres, docteurs®, et aussi dv^ques 
et diacres auxquels sont adjoints les martyrs A travers les 
images, parfois dtranges et confuses, on disceme le motif essentiel 
de la conformite au FUs de Dieu qui, dans le cadre chronologique, 
rdgle le choix des pierres de la tour^®. 

2, Le courant externe. Les origines de ce que Fon a appeld, 
faute de mieux, le courant exteme, seraient-elles dans le texte 
mdme dont on est parti: Matth. 16,18a, additionnd de 18b et 19? 
Si Fon admet Fauthenticitd de ce texte, la rdponse ddpend 

' Polyc., Philip. 3, 2; 11, 2. 3. Cf. A. Puech, op. cit., IE, pp. 62—70. 

a Ibid. 9, 1. 

» Ibid. 1, 2; 8, 1; 12, 2; 14. 

* Ibid. 12, 2. Comp. Hb. passim; Ign., Philad. 9, 1; Mart. Polyc. 14. 

» Ibid. 3, 3. 

® Cf. A. Puech, op. cit., II, p. 73. 

^ Hermae Pastor, in Patr. Apostol. Op., Gebhardt-Hamack, 
t. in, Leipzig 1877, aut 6 d. A. Lelong, Les Peres Apostol., t. IV, Paris 
1912: Vis. I, 3, 4; II, 4, 1. 

» Sim. IX, 2, 1; 12, 1; 14, 4. 6; cf. IX, 4, 2. 

• Ibid. IX, 16, 4. 

Ibid. Vis. Ill, 6, 1. 

Ibid. Vis. Ill, 6, 2; comp. Vis. HI, 2, 1. 

1* Cf., notamment. Vis. IH, 6, 3; Sim. IX, 4, 2—8; 12, 4. 6; 13, 6; 
14, 6. 
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essentiellement de F interpretation qu’on lui donne. Cette inter¬ 
pretation, oil la philologie a naturellement son mot k dire^, 
ne pent faire abstraction de Fhistoire. Or Fhistoire, jusqu’ici, 
ne dit rien d’explicite; si elle suggfere quelque chose, c’est la 
primaute de F Esprit dans une Eglise dont le Christ est F unique 
fondement, dont la foi est le ciment de la construction sur ce 
roc. 

H y a cependant un temoin, dont le temoignage, en Fespfece, 
pourrait fitre fort ancien: les Pseudo-Clementines^ C’est, 
en tout cas, un temoignage formel. Pierre s’adresse k Simon, qui 
n’est autre que Paul: «A moi aussi le Fils a ete reveie par le 
Pere. C’est pourquoi je connais la puissance de la revelation, 
Fayant apprise de moi-meme. Car au Seigneur qui demandait 
ce qu’on disait de lui, et sachant ce que d’autres disaient qu’il 
etait, il me monta au coeur, je ne sais comment, de dire: Tu es le 
Fils du Dieu Vivant.. 

Si tu as ete considere par lui, ime heure, et enseigne par lui 
pour etre ap6tre, alors, prfiche ses paroles, interprete ce qui 
le conceme, aime ses apdtres, ne lutte pas centre moi qui ai 
vecu avec lui. Car tu t’es oppose 4 moi qui suis le roc solide, le 
fondemeTU de V Eglise. Si tu n’etais pas Fadversaire, tu ne 
m’oSenserais pas en calomniant ma predication... H 


* Cf. H. Clavier, art. cit., pp. 101 ss. 

* Cf. ed. Bemhcurd Rehm, Die Pseudoklementinen, I: Homilien, 
Berlin 1963; Oscar Cullmann, Le Probieme litt. et hist, du Roman Pseudo- 
Cl^mentin, Paris 1930. 

* Homilies, XVII, 18, 1; cf. ss. (ed. Rehm, p. 239; cf. Cullmann, op. 
cit. p. 249) : oikmq ydq xdfwl dnd rovTtaxQd^ dnexaXvqr&rj 6 vi6q. dtd olda rig Swapug 
djioKtzXvyfewg, dip' iavrov /uz^wv. dfza ydq Tip rdv xvqiop ebielv xlva adrdf kiyovatv, 
xal dJXov^ dXXo ti X^yavrag avrdv dxrptodrog ipiov, ini rrjg xapdlag dvipri’ odx 
olda odv noyg dswv' el 6 vldg rov Ccovrog Beov,$ rdv Si fJUocoQlaavrd fie 
firjwvaal fioi t6p dnoxaXvynafra nariga elvai, ifii Si ixrate fut&eiv drt rd dSiSdx- 
Twg, &wev dmaxslaug xai dpelQcov, fiodelv dnoxdkvtplg imv. 

* Ibid. 19,4. 6; cf. 19,1—7 (ed. Rehm, p. 240; cf. Cullmann, 248—260): 

el Si fhi* heelrao pudg wgag dqr&elg xal fiadijtevdeig dndaroXjog iyivov, rdg ixelvov 
ipojvdg xTfQWsmt xd ixelvov igfujveve, xodg ixelvov dnooxdXovg <plXeij ifiol xip avy~ 
ye 9 ofjLiv€p fiif fidxov' nqdg ydp axeqedv nixQav Svxa fie, defiihov ixxXrjalag, 

evosrziog dr&ixrerptaQ fioi. el fiif dvxtxelfievog fjg, odx &v fie StapdXXojv xd Si’ ifiov 
xTfQvypui iXoiSSpeig .. • (Horn. XVTI, 19, 4. 6). 
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Dans un autre passage, au d4but de sa lettre 4 Jacques, Cle¬ 
ment 6crit que Pierre lui a remis sa cathedra, avec le pouvoir de 
lier et duller 

Ce sont 14, jusqu’4 TertuUien, si Ton admet I’antiquite de 
ces textes, les seuls t4moins d’une primaut^ de Pierre^, mais 
dans un sens qui n’est pas n^cessairement celui de Matth. 16, 18. 
19. II convient de constater que cette primaut^ n’est pas une 
simple priority, mais une autorit4, un pouvoir qui se transmet. 
C’est d4j4 en substance, tout le 'privilegium Petri, la CcUhedra, 
dont Clement tient de Pierre lui-meme, et assure la succession. 

Conclusion. On entrevoit quelques uns des problfemes qui se 
posent devant ces constatations: 

' Epist. Clement, ad lacob. 1, 2s8. (6d. Rehm, pp. 6—7; cf. Cullmann, 
258.): ... Zlfuov, 6 did rijv dXrjd^ij nlartv xai xrjv doqxiXe(ndxfj9 avxov didaaxaXia^ 
vjio&eaiv ixxlrjalaq elvai oQta-dsiq xai di* aired rovro vn avxov xor 

'Irjaov dyxvdei ardfiori jnerovo/iaadeig IUrgog, dnoQxij tov xvqIov 6 rdrv dno- 

ardXcov ngdnog, 4> TiQcdrq) 6 narijQ t6v vidv dTtexdXvtpev, Sv 6 Xgiarog evXdywg 

ifiaxagiaev . XapofACvdg /aov rfjg iyeg^eig ini rrjg ixxXrjalag fyry 

♦. inei ,,,ai rov &avdrov fiov ijyytxaaiv ijfiiQai, K?JifXEVTa xovxov inlaxonow dfuf 

XeiQorovd), ^ rijv ifitjv xwv ?u^y(ov nicnevo) xa^idgop . did adx^ /uradl- 

doifjii rrjv i^ovalav rov deafjieveiv xai Xvtiv, Iva negi navxdg od fir 
ini yrjg iarat dedoy/McruTfiivop iv ov^vor^. Cf. Epist. Clement. 19, 1—4; 
Horn. I, 15, 5ss. (6d. Rehm, pp. 21, 31): xai ravra elnwip iv fiiaig ini Tidv- 
Tojv fioi xdg x^^Q im&eig elg ttjv adiov xaMdgav xa^ea&rjvcU fie idvammyiev 
(Epist. Clement. 19, 1). 

* O. Cullmann, St. Pierre, Paris 1952, p. 144, estime que Justin fait 
certainement allusion k Matth. 16, ITss., et se r6fere 4 Massaux, op. cit., 
qui jugerait possible une utilisation de ce texte par Ignace et les Odes de 
Salomon. En r6alit^, dans Dial. C. 4, Justin fait allusion seulement 4 
Matth. 16, 17 oil il est question de la r6v61ation faite 4 Pierre, et non de 
sa primaut4. Massaux, op. cit., pp. 534s. et 671, 4tend, mais abusivement, 
au V. 18 cette allusion. La r6f6rence de son repertoire 4 Dial. LXXVT, 6 
pour Matth. 16, 18 est erronee; e’est Marc 16, 18 qu’il faut lire, comme 
d’ailleurs, Massaux 1’ indique, 4 la p. 556. En ce qui touche les allusions d’ Ig¬ 
nace et des Odes de Salomon, Massaux ne suggere qu’une «dependance 
litteraire tres douteuse»(p. 106) de Philad. VII, 2 par rapport 4 Matth. 16,17 
seulement; quant 4 une reference 4 Matth. 16, 18—19a deOde XXII, 12, 
Massaux ne la suggere qu’avec une grande prudence (p. 207); elle nous 
parait arbitraire. Le rocher base de Tunivers, du royaume, du s^jour des 
saints, e’est, sans doute, comme chez Hermas, le Christ. Rendel Harris, 
The Odes and Psalms of Solomon, Cambridge 1911 (2® Edition), p. 120, 
se contente d’une r^f^rence en note 4 Matth. 16, 18; il la d^veloppe 
hardiment dans la r^edition en 2 vol., Manchester, Londres 1916, II, 
pp. 121, 326; Massaux est plus mesur4 (p. 207). 
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1. Si Tonadmet une source archaique des Pseudo-Clementines, 
surgie dans un milieu judaisant et violemment anti-paulinien^ — 
admission devenue courante, et qui pourrait trouver, peut-etre, 
dans les decouvertes de Qumran un stimulant ^ — comment se 
fait-il que la these de la Cathedra Petri, sous cette forme, ne se 
rencontre que 14, et nulle part ailleurs, jusqu’au 3™® sifecle? 

2. Si cette thfese dtait r^ellement n^e en milieu aussi carre- 
ment h^retique, quelle serait done sa relation avec Matth. 16, 
18 ? 

3. Si cette thfese traduisait exactement le sens de Matth. 16, 18 
(qui serait ainsi encore plus isoU dans le N.T.), ne faudrait-il 
pas en conclure que Matth. 16, 18 est n6 dans le mSme milieu, 
ou du moins, dans un milieu d^jk menace des memes deviations? 

4. Pourrait-on, dans ce cas, ^chapper 4 la conclusion critique 
d’une interpolation, telle que maints auteurs I’ont presentee 
sous des formes variees^? 

Ce sont 14 des simples questions, que nous laissons 4 la re¬ 
flexion de chacun. 

^ Cf. O. Cullmann, Roman Pseudo-Ciementin, op. cit., pp. 243—260; 
92—98. 

* Cf. O. Cullmann, Die neuentdeckten Qumran-Texte und das Juden- 
christentum der Pseudoklementinen, in: Neutestam. Studien fiir R. 
Bultmann, Berlin 1954, pp. 36—51. 

• Ainsi Rudolf Bultmann, Die Frage nach dem messianischen BewuBt- 
sein Jesu und das Petrus-Bekenntnis, Zeitschrift f. neutestam. Wissen- 
schaft 19 (1919/20) pp. 166—174, notamment p. 170s.; R. Bultmann, 
Die Frage nach der Echtheit von Mt. 16, 17—19, Theol. Blatter, 1941, 
pp. 2658S.; cf. H. Clavier, IlirtQog xai nixQa, op. cit., p. 100, notes 36, 37. 
C’f. encore E. J. Volter, Matth. 16, 18, Nieuw Theol. Tijdschrift, 1921, 
n° 3, pp. 174—206. 
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La Fete des Tabernacles dans I’exegese patristique 

J. Dani^lou S. J., Paris 

A la difference des deux autres grandes fetes du Judaisme, 
Paques et Pentecote, la fete des Tabernacles ne parait pas avoir 
laisse de traces dans la liturgie chretienne. Mais ceci ne veut pas 
dire pour autant qu’elle ne tienne pas de place dans la pensee 
chretienne ancienne. Plusieurs ex^gfetes ont montr^ recemment la 
place considerable qu’elle occupe dans le Nouveau Testament. 
Harald Riesenfeld a etabli son lien avec la Transfiguration^; 
T. W. Manson pense que T entree du Christ k Jerusalem a eu lieu 
le huitieme jour de la Fete des Tabernacles (15 septembre) et 
non le dimanche avant Paques J. Comblier en a rapproche la 
liturgie de TApocalypse®; et TEvangile lui-meme etablit sa 
relation avec Joh. VII, 37—38. 

Des tentatives ont ete faites par ailleurs pour chercher des 
traces de la Fete des Tabernacles dans la liturgie de TEglise 
ancienne. E. C. Selwyn, dans un article d^ji ancien, proposait 
de la mettre en relation avec FEpiphanie, en particulier par 
rintermediaire dTsaie LX, et d’interpreter par elle certains 
rites baptismaux^; Philip Carrington pense, lui, que dans le 
premier calendrier chr^tien, Pannee commengait avec les fetes 
de septembre et que c’est par un arrangement posterieur, dont 
temoigne TEvangile de Marc, que le debut de Pannee a ete 
reporte en janvier®; ceci est peut-etre im aspect de P adaptation 

^ J^sus transfigure, pp. 146 et suiv. 

* The Cleaning of the Temple, Bull. John Rylands Libr. 1961, pp. 271 
et suiv. 

* La liturgie de la Nouvelle Jerusalem, Eph. lov. 1963, pp. 27 et 
suiv. 

* The Feast of Tabernacles, Baptism and Epiphcuiy, Joum. of Theol. 
8tud. 1911—1912, pp. 226 et suiv. 

* The Primitive Christian Calendar, pp. 22, 43, 7 1. 
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da christianisme au monde romain; et il est possible que, trans- 
portae au d6but de janvier, rEpiphanie y ait gardd des traits de 
la Fete des Tabernacles. 

Qu’il s’agisse d’ailleurs du Nouveau Testament ou de la 
liturgie, il est clair que la Fete des Tabernacles apparait aux 
premiers chr^tiens comme la figure de la manifestation messi- 
anique. Or ceci existait d6}k dans le judaisme. Le Psaume CXVII, 
chants k la Fete des Tabernacles, a un sens messianique certain; 
plus encore la finale de Zacharie prdsente le royaume messi¬ 
anique comme une Fete des Tabernacles (XIV, 16). Ceci reste 
vrai du judaisme post-biblique. Une fresque de Dfira-Europos 
manifeste le lien entre les tentes de Tdpisode biblique et les 
demeures des justes dans le sifecle k venir^; Erwin Goodenough 
a montr4 que le lulaby la branche de palme, caractdristique de la 
procession des tabernacles, a un sens eschatologique dans le 
symbolisme fun^raire juif de T^poque romaine^. 

Le but de ma communication est d’4tudier ce que la tradition 
patristique nous apporte sur la signification de la FSte des 
Tabernacles, de fa^on k voir si elle vient confirmer les donn^es 
que nous avons relev6es jusqu’ici. Le materiel dont nous dispo- 
sions sur ce point vient d’etre consid^rablement augments 
par la d^couverte des Commentaires sur Zacharie de Didyme 
I’aveugle. J’ai pu avoir communication de ce texte encore 
in6dit, grace k I’obligeance du Pfere Doutreleau*. H constitue 
comme nous le verrons une donn^e int^ressante de revolution 
de rex^g^se patristique des Tabernacles, car nous voyons se 
rencontrer chez lui les deux principales traditions anterieures. 

La premiere tradition que nous rencontrons est celle d’Ori- 
g^ne. Malheureusement elle est repr6sentee seulement par des 
textes des Homdies. Elle se caract4rise par la spiritualisation des 
donn^es de V Ancien Testament. Deux traits sont caracteristiques: 
d’abord la symbolique des tentes {axrp^aC)^ qui indiquent que 

^ Harald Riesenfeld, loc. cit., p. 195. 

• Jewish Symbols in the Greco-roman Period IV, p. 163. Voir aussi 
Abrahams, Studies in Pharisaism and the Gospels II, 50—59; St. John 
Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish Worship, pp. 61—79. 

• Un firagment en a 6t6 public dans Rech. Sc. Relig. 1955, pp. 161—194. 
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la vie pr^ente eat „un lieu de passage**, en attendant la terre 
oil coule le lait et le miel (Horn, Num. XXIII, 11). Ceci est eii 
relation avec le texte du Ldvitiqtie qui voyait dans la Fete des 
Tabernacles une oomm4moraison du s6jour des juifs sous des 
tentes dans le desert de I’Exode avant I’entr^e la terre promise. 

Le second trait int^ressant est la symbolique des difif4rentes 
branches dont ^taient faites les tabernacles et qui 4taient «des 
rameaux de palmes, des branches de peuplier et de saule — et de 
tout arbre feuilluD (Horn, Ex. IX, 4). Origfene les comments 
ainsi: la palme est la victoire de Tesprit sur la chair; le peuplier 
et le saule, tant par le nom que la r4alit6, d4signent la chastete; 
r arbre feuillu est la vie 6temelle, avec reference k Ps. XXII, 2. 
La s 3 anbolique du saule se rattache k la fois k son nom (dyvog) 
et k ses propri6t4s^. Nous y reviendrons. 

Ce bilan pour Origfene est assez maigre. Et nous aurons a 
nous demander si d’autres ex^gfeses que nous rencontrerons 
ensuite ne remontent pas k des oeuvres perdues de lui. En fait 
nous n’avons ni son Commentaire sur Zacharie, ni son Commeri’ 
taire sur le Livitique^ ni son Commentaire sur les Psaumes. Et il 
est bien certain qu’il y parlait de la Fete des Tabernacles. II 
rests cependant que ce que nous avons de lui represents une 
ligne caracteristique, mais seulement dans le sens de Texegese 
morale et non dans celui de Texegfese anagogique. Nous en re- 
trouverons les traces chez Didyme. 

Le second auteur qui nous interesse — et qui est lui capital 
pour notre propos — est Methods d’Olympe. II a longuement 
traite de la typologie de la Fete des Tabernacles dans le Banquet 
des Sept Vierges (IX, 1—6; 233—257). Et ce texte commanders 
touts Texegese ulterieure. Aprfes avoir critique T interpretation 
materielle que les Juifs donnent de la fete (236), Methods en 
donne son interpretation: elle signifie «la resurrection et la 
fixation de notre tente (axrjvcofia) tombee par terre» 

(236). Nous retrouvons ici le sens eschatologique, mais il 
s’accompagned’une symbolique de la tente, qui est la figure du 
corps: la Scenopegie veritable est done la resurrection des corps. 

^ Voir H. Rahner, Griechische Mythen in christlicher Deutung, p. 
370 et suiv. 
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Ce symbolisme de la tente, d’oii vient-il? H a certainement 
des antecedents grecs. H se trouve sous la forme axfjvog ou 
cxTjno^ui chez de nombreux auteurs paiens^. H a passe dans la 
Sagesse grecque (axf\vog^ IX, 15). Surtout on le trouve dans II 
Cor. I, 8. On voit generalement dans ce passage un trait d’heiie- 
iiisme. Mais T. W. Manson, sans exclure cela, pense qu’il 
y a aussi une allusion k la Fete des Tabernacles, ce qui ferait 
remonter k Saint Paul la t 3 rpologie de la Scenopegie, comme 
resurrection des corpsCeci a ete repris par W.D. Davies®, 
raais conteste par Dom Dupont^. De toutes manieres Texpression 
cst frequente dans la litterature chretienne. 

L’ interpretation des Tabernacles au sens de la resurrection des 
corps va etre le thfeme principal, k cote du theme origeniste du 
f voyage de la vie». Mais elle va presenter des nuances variees. 
Dans le texte de Methode elle est suivie du passage suivant: «Ayant 
retrouve cette tente, immortelle cette fois, dans le septieme 
milienaire nous ceifebrerons la Grande Fete de la vraie Sceno- 
l)egie dans une creation nouvelle et heureuse, les fruits de la terre 
ayant atteint leur terme et les hommes n’engendrant plus et 
n’^tant plus engendres, mais Dieu ayant mis un terme aux 
oeuvres de la creationi) (236). 

Nous sommes ici en presence d’ une interpretation interessante, 
qui ne nous etonne pas chez Methode. La Fete des Tabernacles, 
inauguree par la resurrection, correspond au septieme milienaire. 
Methode explique que ceci est lie au fait qu’elle a lieu le septieme 
mois. Or le nombre six symbolise le temps de la creation et le 
nombre sept le repos (237). Mais k cela s’ajoute une autre idee, 
qui vient, semble-t-il, de Philon, k savoir que la fete marque la 
tin des recoltes et le temps du repos de la terre {De spec, leg. 
II, 204—213). Elle correspond done, au plan de la semaine 
cosmique, au temps qui suit celui de la creation (238). 

‘ Voir un ensemble de r^f^rences, dans Waszink, Tertullien De ani- 
ina, p. 630—631. 

* lAALTHPION, Joum. of Theol. Stud. 1946, 1—10. 

* Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, pp. 308—319. 

* ZYN XPIUTQI. d’lmion avec le Christ suivant Saint Paul, Louvain, 
1952. pp. 160—161. 
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M^thode revient alors sur le thfeme de la r&urrection: ^Alors 
nos tentes (axrpfal) seront dresstes {Ttijywvrai), quand le corps 
ressuscitera, les os se r6ajustant et se remboitant avec les chairs» 
(241). Les tentes que nous obtiendrons alors sont les «tabernacles 
4temels». Telle 4tait 4 Torigine notre tente. C’est 4 cause du 
p4ch6 qu’elle s’est efFondr^e, «Dieu ayant voulu dissoudre le 
I)^ch4 par la mort, afin que Fhomme ne soit pas immortellement 
p^cheur» (242). Cette demifere id4e se retrouvera chez Athanase 
et Gr^goire de Nysse. 

Alors intervient un nouveau thfeme: les rameaux qui doivent 
omer les tentes sont les vertus pratiqu6es pendant la vie (243); 
au premier jour de la fSte, c’est-4-dire de la resurrection, je dois 
presenter ces rameaux. Ceci parait une allusion aux usages de la 
Fete des Tabernacles dont t^moigne la Mischnah^. Methods 
developpe la symbolique des differentes branches d’une maniere 
parallels 4 Origene, mais independante. H critique d’abord 
les Juifs charnels qui voit dans «le beau fruit de Tarbret, 
Vetrog, un citron (244). Ceci montre bien encore qu’il connaissait 
les usages juifs de la fete et non seulement le texts bibhque. II 
s’agit du «fruit de Tarbre de vie, que le Paradis produisait 
autrefois et qui maintenant pousse dans TEglise^ et qui est la 
foi (243). C’est cette foi qui doit Stre pr6sentee 4 Dieu au premier 
jour de la fete et sans laquelle il n’y a pas de premiere resurrec¬ 
tion (246). L’arbre de vie est le Christ lui-meme. 

Malgre le reproche fait par Methods aux Juifs de comprendre 
r etrog en un sens materiel, il semble bien que le rapprochement de 
Vetrog et du fruit de I’arbre de vie apparaisse dej4 dans le Ju¬ 
daisms*. De meme «Tides que la parure des pavilions futurs 
sera en rapport avec les actions de Thomme durant sa vie ter- 
restre»® est familiere aux Midrashim. Toutes ces indications 
donnent 4 penser que cette exegfese de Methods, developpant 
dans le sens messianique la typologie des Tabernacles, est dans 
le prolongement de T apocal 3 rptique judeo-chretienne. 

^ Strack-Billerbeck, 11, p. 783. On rapprochera Hermas, Sim. VUl, 6. 
oCi les hommes viennent printer un rameau de peuplier {Iria) 4 TAnge 
(le Christ), qui examine les rameaux. 

* Voir Riesenfeld, loc. cit., p. 24, n. 70. 

• Riesenfeld, loc. cit., p. 197. 
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La symbolique du luhb prolonge celle de Vetrog, Des trois 
rameaux qui le constituent, le premier est une palme. Origfene y 
voyait un symbole de victoire. M6thode y voit I’asc^se par la- 
quelle V ame est purifi4e et embeUie, les p6ch6s 6tant balay^s et 
enlev^s. Et il fait allusion k Luc. XV, 8, la femme qui balaie 
pour retrouver la drachme. II est Evident, comme le P. Doutre- 
leau me Fa fait remarquer, que la palme est consid^r^e ici comme 
un balai, selon T usage oriental, et que ceci fondelesymbolisme. 

Les rameaux toufiFus (daaeig), qui viennent ensuite (et qui 
sont sans doute des branches de myrte) sont interpr^tAa non, 
comme chez Origfene, de la vie ^temelle, mais de la charity 
(dydjcT]), qui est chargee de fruits (249). Les branches de peuplier 
sont interpr4t4es de la justice, selon Isaie XLIV, 4. Quant aux 
branches de saule (Syrov), elles sont bien entendu, comme chez 
Origfene, entendues de Vdyvela, c’est-4-dire, pour M^thode, de 
la virginity, car il precise qu’il ne s’agit pas seulement pour lui 
de la chastet^ (252). Nous avons 14 k nouveau un trait de doctrine 
important. 

La conclusion introduit un nouvel 414ment. Si la Fete des 
Tabernacles figure le repos du septifeme mill^naire par rapport 
aux sixmill^naires ant^rieurs, elle n’est k son tour qu’un lieu 
de passage par rapport k la vie 4temelle. Ainsi 1’image des taber¬ 
nacles, comme habitats des voyageurs, est r^introduite k cote de 
celle qui y voit les corps des ressuscites. Seuls ceux qui auront pra¬ 
tique les vertus feteront la Fete des Tabernacles, c’est-4-dire ressus- 
citeront pendant le septifeme milienaire (254). Et seuls ceux qui 
auront fSte la Fete des Tabernacles «entreront dans la Terre 
Sainte, progressant vers une joie plus haute» (253). Methode 
compare cette succession k celle de V Egypte, du s^jour au desert 
et de la terre sainte. Ceci veut dire qu’ apres le mill^naire glori- 
eux sur la terre, Tame sera introduite au ciel, passant de la 
condition humaine k la beauts ang^lique et quittant les taber¬ 
nacles pour la maison (255). 

Ce texte est le plus important de ceux que la F5te des Taber¬ 
nacles ait sugg6r6. C’ est en fonction de lui que Gr^goire de Nysse, 
Didyme, J4r6me r^agiront pour en rejeter le mill^narisme tout 
en conservant la substance. H nous semble qu’on peut le 
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consid^rer comme relevant d’une tradition judeo-chretienne. 
D’une part nous avons relev4 plusieurs ^Idments qui viennent 
du judalsme. Par ailleurs le mill^narisme qu’ il professe est dans 
la tradition asiate qui, au-delJt de Saint Ir^nee, rejoint Papias et 
les traditions jud6o-chr4tiennes inspir4es de T apocalyptique. 
II parait raisonnable de penser que ceci vaut egalement de 
r interpretation milienariste de la Fete des Tabernacles. 

Avant de passer aux auteurs du IV® siecle et k la posterite de 
r ex^gese de Methode, il nous reste k signaler celle d’ Eusebe de 
Cesaree. Celui-ci, commentant la finale de Zacharie dans la 
Demonstration Evang^lique voit la Fete des Tabernacles messi- 
anique, decrite par le prophfete, accomplie dans I’Eglise. Ceci 
est conforme k son ex6gkse ecciesiale et historique, qui voit 
r accomplissement du royaume de Dieu eschatologique dans 
TEglise constantinienne. Il ecrit: «Toutes les nations, selon le 
Prophete, c41febreront la fete de la Scenop^gie en tout lieu et les 
Egyptiens dresseront leurs tentes {axrjvdg) dans chaque ville et 
bourg» (Dem, ev, VIII 4, 25; GCS 23, p. 399). 

Or ces axrpfai que les nations dresseront partout dans le 
monde sont, nous dit Eusebe, «le8 ^glises locales chrdtiennes. 
La puissance de Notre Seigneur J^sus-Christ les a dress4es dans 
le monde entier en beaucoup plus grand nombre que les tentes 
du temps de Moise. Et maintenant toute race et toute nation 
c^lebrent la fete de la Sc4nop6gie en I’honneur du Dieu de 
runivers» (ibid.)^ Nous avons ici une ex^gfese d’un type tout 
different, proprement eusebienne, dont nous rencontrerons 
r^cho egalement par la suite. 

Ces diff^rents courants, nous allons les retrouver maintenant 
au IV® sifecle soit sous la forme d’lme dependance scolaire, 
chez Didyme et chez Jerome, soit interpr^t^s de fa 9 on originale 
chez Gregoire de Nysse. Le Commentaire de Zacharie, de Didyme, 
red^couvert k Toura est ici particuliferement pr^cieux, parce 
qu’il est I’^cho des ex6gfeses ant^rieures et permet de les com¬ 
pleter dans leurs lacunes — et par ailleurs parce qu’il est une 


^ Voir aussi Dem. ev. VI 18 (GCS 23, pp. 274—284). 
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source de Jerome. Les passages int^ressant la Fete des Taber¬ 
nacles se trouvent principalement dans le Tome V, du num4ro 
175 au num^ro 204. Un fragment qui fait partie du Tome III 
a 6t6 public d4ji par L. Doutreleau dans Rech. Sc. Relig. 1955, 
pp. 191—193. 

Didyme rappelle d’ abord que la F6te des Tabernacles au sens 
littoral comm4more le s6jour des Juifs au desert. Puis au numdro 
181 commence une premifere vorjou;, dans la ligne morale: 
♦ La tente {axrjvt]), qui est la demeure de ceux qui voyagent, 
signifie le progrfes {nQoxoTtri) dans la vertu et la sagesse» (181). 
Elle s’oppose k la maison (ohcoq) qui d^signe I’^tat final (183). 
Nous retrouvons ici les expressions de la finale de M^thode, 
mais transpos4e de 1’opposition: septifeme millenaire — vie 
^temelle k 1’opposition: vie pr^sente — vie 4temelle. Par ailleurs 
la conception des axrpfal, comme symbole du progrfes spirituel, 
])arait bien d4pendre d’ Origdne. 

Didyme en vient ensuite au symbolisme de Vetrog et du lulab. 
Ici il depend strictement de M6thode. Uetrog est le fruit de la 
sagesse, qui est I’arbre de vie—avec r4f4rence k Prov. Ill, 18 
(Voir Banquet, 246). Les palmes servent k nettoyer, k la mani^re 
d’un balai (aoQoq), avec r6f6rence k Luc. XV, 8. Les rameaux 
toufius ne sont pas la charity, comme chez M6thode, mais al xar* 
eldog TToctXTixal xai dia\xnp:iy.ai oQerai et les doctrines f^condes 
de I’Eglise (189). Quant aux branches de peuplier et de 
saule, elles ddsignent la meme plante «qui est symbole de 
puret4 et d’ incorruptibility, parce que leur fieur, mel^e k I’eau 
rend eunuque {ojiewovxi^siv) ceux qui la boivent (190). Cette 
demifere remarque se r^ffero aux traditions de la botanique 
grecque, sur lesquelles le P. Hugo Rahner a fait une enquete 
et nous explique pourquoi le saule {&yvog) signifie la purety 
quant au nom et k la ryality. 

Didyme alors aborde le sens messianique et eschatologique. 
II rappelle d’abord, en citant II Petr. I, 14 et II Cor. V, 4, que 
les axTjvai dysignent nos corps. Ceci, il T applique d’abord k la 
vie prysente. Tous ceux qui gardent leur corps pur cyifebrent la 
Fete des Tabernacles. Et ceci ne vaut pas seulement des vierges, 
mais aussi «des hommes et des femmes qui gardent saint leur 
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manager (193). Ceci est certainement une rectification de la 
thfese de M6thode qui semblait n’admettre que les vierges k la 
Fete des Tabernacles de la Premiere Resurrection. 

Mais davantage encore, continue Didyme, 4tla fSte des Taber¬ 
nacles se realise dans le monde futur de la resurrection, quand 
le corps mortel ressuscite incorruptible. Le corps devient alors un 
tabernacle divin axrpnrj)'^ (194). Nous sommes ici directe- 
ment dans la tradition de Methode. Mais Didyme en eiimine 
tout milienarisme. H n*y a plus de distinction entre une premiere 
resurrection et le monde futur. Mais la Fete des Tabernacles 
designs le monde futur lui-meme. Ceci oblige evidemment k 
eiiminer entierement les Tabernacles comme symbols de ce qui 
passe, oppose k VoIxoq, k la Demeure. 

Cependant Didyme reprend les considerations de Methods sur 
le septifeme mois, mais en un sens different: faut que celui 

qui ceiebre la fete dans les tentes ainsi comprises, ayant depasse 
le cosmos qui est cree en six jours, se reposant de touts oeuvre 
servile, sabbatise selon le Sabbat donne au peuple de Dieu, que 
seul jesus accomplit, lorsqu’il dit: Venez k moi vous tous qui 
etes fatigues et vous trouverez le repos de vos &mes (Mtth. 
XI, 28—29)» (195). Le septifeme jour, le sabbat, le vrai repos, 
est le Christ et Fordre inaugure par lui. Cette exegfese est en 
particulier cells d’ Origene. File est d* ailleurs dans le prolonge- 
ment du Nouveau Testament^. 

Mais k cette exegfese Didyme en ajoute une seconds, relative k 
la date de la fete, le 15 septembre: <(Ceux-li c416brent la fete le 
quinzi^me jour du septieme mois qui donnent une part k sept et 
une k huit (Eccl. XI, 2), ayant adh4r6 k F Ancien et au Nouveau 
Testament. En eflFet par le nombre sept est d^ign6 F Ancien, 
k cause du sabbat, et par le huit la resurrection du Christ apr^s 
la croix, qui eut lieu au huitifeme jour, quiestledimanohe» (196). 
Cette ex^gese part du fait que 15 =7 + 8. Je ne la trouve que 
chez Didyme. Mais elle se reffere k Eccl. XI, 2, qui est im texts 
classique, d&]k chez les rabbins, sur la symbolique sabbatique*. 
La typologie qu’elle presents est d’une structure touts diflferente 

^ Voir Bible et Liturgie, pp. 326—328. 

• Voir Bible et Liturgie, pp. 363—364. 
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de la pr^cMente, puisque ici le nombre 7 reprfeente TAncien 
Testament et le nombre 8 le Nouveau, inaugur4 par la resurrec¬ 
tion du Christ. EUe est dgalement classique^. 

Didyme revient un peu plus loin dans le CommeTtlaire sur 
ropposition de la axrpn^ et de VoJxoq que Ton trouvait dans la 
finale de Methode. Mais au lieu de F interpreter comme celui-ci 
de r opposition du septifeme milienaire et de la vie etemelle, 
il I’entend de celle de la vie presente et de la vie etemelle*. Et il 
interprete les axrjfval, comme il le faisait au debut, k la suite 
d’Origene, des progrfes dans la vertu (204). On voit ainsi combien 
son exeg^se est moins coherente que celle de ses predecesseurs. 
D se contente de juxtaposer des interpretations differentes 
empruntees k ses diverses sources. Et ceci caracterise bien sa 
maniere. 

Dans la dependance de Methode et de Didyme, il faut citer 
Jerome. Son Ctmmeniaire sur Zmharie presente un passage sur 
la Fete des Tabemaeles. D y prend vivement k partie F inter¬ 
pretation milienariste de Methode: 4iToutes ces choses, les 
Juifs, et nos judaisants (si du moins, etant judaisants, ils sont 
ndtres) esperent les voir reaJiser materieUement, se promettant 
la circoncision et le manage durant le rfegne de mille ans, 
d’apres ce qui est ecrit: Malheureuse la femme sterile. Si celaest 
vrai, toutes les vierges que trouvera le rfegne de mille ans seront 
soumises k une malediction et k une sterihte perpetuelle ou 
devront se marier pour dchapper k la malediction (Com. Zach. 
ni, 14; PL 25, 1638 C. Voir aussi 1536A). 

Ce texte parait attester une interpretation milienariste de la 
Fete des Tabernacles d’origine juive. Et ceci confirme ce que 
nous disions des sources judeo-chretiennes de cette interpre¬ 
tation. Par ailleurs jerdme fait aussi allusion k des chretiens. 
Et £1 est vraisemblable qu’U s’agit de Methode. Mais Methode 
affirmait, k Finverse de ce que dit Jerdme, que seules les vierges 
participeraient au rfegne de mille ans. Il semble que Jdrdme 

^ Ibid., p. 364—372. H est curieux que Philon oppose lui aussi les 
nombres 7 et S k propos des Tabernacles, mais en fonction du fait que 
le 8* jour etait le plus solennel (De spec. leg. II, 212). 

• De meme Basile (T), Com. in Is. I, 27 (PG 30, 172 C). 
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veuille Ini montrer que, s’il adopte rinterpr^tation mill^nariste, 
il est amen4 forc6ment k prendre la position juive et done k 
condamner la virginity. 

Quant k Tinterpr^tation de Jerome, elle commence par voir 
dans les tabernacles le symbole du progrfes (profectus) oppose 
k la demeure (1536 B), ce qui vient de Didyme. Uetrog est le 
fruit de Tarbre de vie, comme chez M4thode et Didyme. Les 
palmes symbolisent lavictoire, comme chezOrigfene. Les rameaux 
toufiFus sont des branches de myrte — et A- cause de cela J6r6me 
y voit un symbole de mortification. Et enfin les rameaux de 
saule et de peuplier d^signent un seul arbre, V&yvog, qui sym¬ 
bolise la chasteW: «Si quelqu’un en efFet en mele la fleur k 
de I’eau et boit le melange, Tardeur de la concupiscence s’arrete 
en lui et il ne peut plus engendrer» (1537 B). Ceci depend directe- 
ment de Didyme. 

Pour ce qui est de la symbolique des dates, le septieme mois 
designe le sabbat spirituel par opposition au nombre six, symbole 
du monde. Ceci encore est didymien. Le quinzi^me jour est 
celui de la pleine lune. Ceci 6tait relev4 par Philon (De spec, 
leg. II, 210). J6r6mese r^f&re done k M^thode pour le discuter, 
parfois k Origfene. Mais Tensemble de son ex^gfese d6pend 
directement de Didyme. Comme le P. Doutreleau Ta remarque, 
ce n’est pas le seul cas oil le Commentaire de J4r6me depend 
de celui de TAlexandrin. 

Nous avons laiss4 de c6t4, en traitant de Didyme, un texte 
qui n’est pas dans le Commentaire, mais dans une oeuvre 
ant^rieure, le De trinitate, et qui conceme aussi la typologie 
des Tabernacles. Didyme 4crit: «Par la fete de la Sc4nop^gie, 
les Israelites annon 9 aient k Tavance les assemblies (awa^etc) 
des saintes Eglises et Martyria, qui nous conduisent par la foi 
et les bonnes oeuvres aux tabernacles cilestes» (II, 16; PG 39, 
722 A—B). Nous retrouvons ici une autre ligne, qui est celle 
d’Eusibe, mais associie au thfeme eschatologique. L’allusion 
k la foi et aux bonnes oeuvres rappelle Talligorie du Ivlab 
dans le Commentaire. Nous avons ici un thime plus ecclisial, 
mais dont Tordonnance fonciire est la meme que ceUe du Com¬ 
mentaire. 
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C’est une ex^g^se eccl^siale 4galement que nous renoontrons 
chez Ast^rius qui prolonge la ligne eus^bienne: «La construction 
des Tabemaoles est une proph4tie en acte de cette Eglise que 
le Verbe nous a constitute {awearijaaro). C’est pourquoi les 
Juife oment la tente {axrp^) de rameaux et I’entrte de fhiits, 
pour montrer que la Nouvelle Eglise, celle qui porte des fruits, 
pousse sous la Loi» {Horn, XV; PG 40, 688 BC)^. Le rapproche¬ 
ment avec Eustbe donne k croire que cette Homtlie, comme M. 
Richard I’a montrt pour d’autres, est k rattacher k Asttrius 
le Sophiste plus qu’& Asttrius d’Amaste. 

Cyrille d’Alexandrie se rattache tgalement k une tradition 
dependant de Didyme. Son interpretation de la Sctnoptgie 
est nettement eschatologique. La Sctnoptgie dtsigne le stjour 
(bmxa) en Paradis {De odor. 17; PG 68, 1108 C). Elle est 
d'abord la reconstitution {avfmri^iq) des corps restituts k 
rincorruptibilitt (1108 D)^. Ceci vient de Didyme. Le premier 
et le huititme jour sont des jours de repos (ivdnavaK;), Le 
premier dtsigne la vie au Paradis, qui ttait sans effort. Le 
hnititme, aprts le sabbatisme de la Loi, est la liberation de tout 
mal par celui qui a dit: « Je suis le repos de vos ames» (Mtth. 
XI, 28). Tout ceci vient de Didyme, k la rtserve que I’opposition 
des sept jours et du huititme n’est pas rattachte aux 16 jours 
qoi precedent la ffite, mais k celle des sept premiers jours et 
du dernier. 

La suite de I’exegese n’est pas moins interessante. Le ltdab, 
que Cyrille considere dans son ensemble signifie que les deiices 
du Paradis nous sont rendues (1109 B)*. Ceci rappelle I’inter- 
pretation de Vetrog, comme firuit de I’arbre de vie chez Mdthode 
et Didyme. L’eau puisde au torrent le huitifeme jour de la fSte 
figure I’eau vive rdpandue par le Christ sur les ames (1109 C)^. 
Cette ex^^, que nous n’avions pas encore rencontr6e, se 
rattache & Joh. VQ, 37—38. Cyrille commente aJors Zach. 


^ Meme ex^gdse chez Hilaire, Com. in Psalm. (PL 9,301 A) qui depend 
d'EuBebe. 

* Voir aussi 1112 A; Com. in Joh. 3 (PG 73, 436 C). 

* Voir Com. in Joh. 6 (748 B). 

^ Voir Com. in Joh. 6 (748 C). 
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XIV, 17—18, pour montrer que seuls oeux qui auront cm au 
Christ seront admis k la Fete des Tabernacles (1112 A). 

Un pen plus loin C 3 rrille revient sur le huitidme jour. La Bible 
grecque Tappelle i^ddiop. CyriUe commente aussi, «Le culte 
en ombres est achev4 et T^ducation par les figures, le huitidme 
jour, oil le Christ est ressuscit4 et oil le temps de la cirooncision 
en esprit est venu» (1124 C). On notera que Philon 4crivait: 
«I1 met un sceau aux sept jours par le huiti^me, qu’il appelle 
i^ddvov'^ (De spec, leg, II, 211). Et au moyen d’une ex4gfese 
subtile, il montrait que le nombre huit, premier des nombres 
cubiques, d^signant les corps solides, est k la frontifere du monde 
sensible et du monde intelligible (212)^. CyriUe parait bien 
avoir transpose ici Tex^g^e philonienne. C’est d’autant plus 
vraisemblable qu’au d6but de son ex^g^ d4j4, plusieurs ex¬ 
pressions rappelaient Philon: les firuits r^colt^s avant la fete 
(1108 C; De feg. II, 206); les sept jours comme s6jour 
(dlaaa) (1108C;206); Topposition du septi^me et du huiti^me 
jour de la f6te (1108 D; 212). 

Nous arrivons enfin k un dernier auteur chez qui Tinfluence 
de M6thode apparait 4galement certaine, mais dans une ligne 
beaucoup moins litt^rale que ceUe de Didyme, je veux dire 
Gr^goire de Nysse. Celui-ci a parl6 deux fois de la Fete des 
Tabernacles, d’abord en 381, dans le Deanima et resurrectione 
et ensuite en 386 dans le Sermon sur la Nativity. Nous sommes 
ici en presence d’un nouveau stade de Tinterpr^tation, qui se 
situe fonci^rement dans la perspective eschatologique et messia- 
nique de M4thode, mais totalement d6gag4e de son miU4narisme 
et enrichie d’apports nouveaux. 

L*ex4gese de Gr^goire ne part pas du L^vitique, ni de Zacharie, 
comme ceUe de Didyme, mais du Psaume CXVII, le troisifeme 
grand texte de I’Ancien Testament sur les Tabernacles. Dans 
le De anima, k propos de la Resurrection, Gr^goire commence 
ainsi: «Le meme prophdte (David), dit aiUeurs que le Dieu de 

^ Voir Goodenough, Jewish Symbols IV, p. 160. 

• Sur la chronologie des sermons de Gr^goire, voir mon article dans 
Rev. Sc. Relig. 1965, pp. 253—281. 
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runivers, le Seigneur du monde nous est apparu (iji&pave) 
pour constituer la £§te solennelle dans les rameaux touffiis 
(mcd^ovai) (Ps. CXVII, 27). H signifie la fete de la Sc^nop4gie 
par le mot de touffe {jtvxaafidg). Celle-ci 4tait 4tablie depuis 
longtemps par la loi de Moise, le prophfete annon 9 ant, je pense, 
i Tavance Tavenir. Mais ayant toujours exist4e, elle n’4tait 
pas encore r4alis^» (PG 46, 132 AB). 

Quand cette realisation a-t-elle eu lieu? 4fC’est k cause de ce- 
la que le Dieu de Tunivers et notre Seigneur s’est manifeste 
{tii(pave) k nous, en sorte que la Scenopegie de notre habitacle 
(obcrfTTjQUJv) detruit soit reconstituee {avaratij) pour la nature 
humaine, cette reconstitution se realisant corporellement par 
le rassemblement des elements. En effet le terme de Twxaa/Mg 
d^signe au sens littoral le revfitement et la beaute qui en r&ulte^ 
(132 B)^. Nous sommes ici directement dans le prolongement 
de Methode, mais au lieu que pour celui-ci la resurrection avait 
lieu par le r^ajustement des os et de la chair, Gregoire, plus 
philosophiquement, y voit la recon junction des elements^. 

D’autre part Gr^goire rattache k la construction du taber¬ 
nacle le terme de mxcujfidg^. Celui-ci en realite se r^ftre 
au hUdb et d^signe la touffe de feuillage. Le texte du Levitique 
parle des rameaux touffiis (nvxvol), Mais le mot, au temps de 
Gregoire, d^signe aussi un revStement, un omement^. Gr^goire 
I’entend en ce sens et le rattache au corps ressuscit^ en tant 
que TtsQiPoXijy revetement de gloire, selon un thfeme qui lui est 
cher. Le thdme de la demeure (obcrjxriQvov) et celui vdtement 
(Tieqi^Xri) ainsi associ^s dans la symbolique des Taber¬ 

nacles, comme resurrection des corps. 


^ Voir aussi 133 C. 

* Voir La resurrection des corps chez Gregoire de Nysse, Vig. Christ. 
1953. pp. 154—170. 

* Le terme nvxaafji6g est un mot rare. Suidas le traduit daafkrjg. 
Le substantif usuel est ;iwoo/io, que Symmaque donne au lieu de nvxdCovai 
dans sa traduction du Ps. CXVII, 27. 

^ Suidas donne: nwcdCe<r&ar axsna^ea^i^ Koafieia^i, neQipdXXea^i. 
Gregoire lui-meme, renvoyant aux grammairiens, le traduit xocfiela^i, 
neQipd)j£(j^ai (PG 46, 1129 AB). H utilise surement ici un diction- 
naire. 
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Un peu loin d’ailleurs Gr6goire revient au th6me de M^thode 
8ur la reconstitution du corps par la jointure des os et le revete- 
ment de chair. H rattache ce thfeme k la vision d’Ez6chiel. H 
montre «les os se rapprochant par la puissance divine de ce 
qui leur est conjoint et retrouvant leurs articulations, reconverts 
ensuite par les muscles et les chairs et la peau — ce que TEcriture 
d4signe par TtvxaCdfievoi, revfitus* (136 BC). Gr^goire revient 
ici encore k I’image du corps comme v6tement. 

Mais k cette ex6ghae de la F^te des Tabernacles qui est dans 
la ligne de M4thode, Gr^goire en ajoute une autre, qu’U rattache 
toujours au verset 27 du Psaume CXVII. La manifestation du 
Seigneur a pour objet ici non la resurrection du corps, mais 
la reconstitution de Tunite de la creation spirituelle (132 C), 
c’est-&-dire des hommes et des anges. L’origine de ce symbolisme 
parait etre que la F6te des Tabernacles rassemblait k Jerusalem 
des Juifs Venus de toutes les parties du monde^. Zacharie 
voyait dej^ Ik la figure du rassemblement eschatologique de 
tons les peuple (XIV, 16—19). Le Seigneur reconstitue ainsi 
la fete spirituelle, c’est-^i-dire la liturgie celeste, dans Tenceinte 
du temple celeste dont les hommes avaient ete exclus par le 
peche et oh ils sont maintenant retablis dans la communion 
des anges qui sont les comes de Tautel (133 AC). 

n est possible que cette exegdse qui voit dans la FSte des 
Tabernacles le retablissement de toutes les creatures spiri- 
tuelles dans une participation egale {laog) aux biens divins 
(135 D) ait aussi une autre origine. Le mot hog y reparait 
en efiFet une autre fois (132 C). Or le debut du commentaire de 
Philon sur la fSte des cncrpfal commence par preciser qu’elle 
est la fete de Tequinoxe (hrjfjteQia) d’automne. Et il en tire 
la le 9 on qu’il faut honorer Tegalite (hdzrjg)^. Or cette idee 
d’egalite domine I’interpretation gregorienne, sans toutefois 
qu’il fasse allusion au thSme de Tequinoxe. 

^ Voir Cjrrille d'Alexemdrie, Com. in Joh. 3 (436 BC); Th^odoret 
Com. in Psalm. (PG 80,1820 A). Ce dernier interprdte en ce sens TwxdCovai, 
oh il voit un synonyme de nercvyrnoiUyoiq et qu’il interprdte do la 
foule cpress^et des scunts. 

• Voir sur ce theme I. Heinemann, Philos griechische und judische 
Bildung, p. 134. 
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On remarquera par ailleurs que toute cette ex6g^ reflate une 
th4ologie strictement orig^niste. EDe nous d^crit la F6te des 
Tabemaeles comme la restauration de la creation spirituelle, 
qui s’4tait divis^e en anges et hommes, dans son unit4 et son 
4galit4 primitives. Gr6goire att^nue la doctrine en y voyant 
une ^galit6 dans la participation aux biens et non une identity 
de nature. Mais le th^me orig4niste est sous-jacent. Par ailleurs 
le texte indique non seulement la restauration de Tunit^ des 
hommes et des anges, mais celle de tous les hommes qui ne 
forment plus qu’un seul choeur (136 A). Ceci est la doctrine 
orig^niste de Tapocatastase. 

II est difficile dans ces conditions de ne pas penser que Gr4- 
goire, qui s’inspire de M4thode dans la premiere partie de son 
ex4g^, celle qui insiste sur le r4alisme de la resurrection, 
s’inspire d’Orig^ne dans celle qui souligne la restauration de 
I’unite de la creation spirituelle^. Nous avions remarque que 
les exegeses connues d’Orig&ne sur la F6te des Tabernacles 
etaient pauvres et se rattachaient seulement aux Homeiies. 
n est & x)enser que nous avons ici I’echo de son ex^g^se anago- 
gique de la F6te des Tabernacles, telle qu’elle etait sans doute 
developp^e dans son CommerUaire sur le Livitique ou son Commen- 
taire sur le Psaume CXVII. 

Ainsi le th^me de la Fete des Tabernacles parait avoir servi 
& exprimer les diverses conceptions eschatologiques de I’anti- 
quit4 chr4tienne. Chez M^thode, il est I’expression du mill6- 
narisme; chez Origfene de I’apocatastase. Et Gr6goire de Nysse 
qui relive en efiFet de la tradition d’Origfene et de celle de M4thode 
nous parait avoir retenu Tune et I’autre en att^nuant ce qu’elles 
pr^sentaient d’excessif. Par centre nous ne voyons pas chez 
lui d’influences de Didyme, dont le Commentaire sur Zacharie 
est d’ailleurs post6rieur. 

Le symbolisme de Ttwcaaindq comme restauration de Thomme 
par la r^siurection dans I’unit^ de la creation spirituelle reparait 
dans le second texte consacr4 par Gr^goire k la symbolique de 
la F6te des Tabernacles, celui du Sermon sur la Nativitd: « Toute 

^ Hilaire, dans son Commentaire siur les Psaumes, inspire d’Origdne, 
souligne le meme aspect (PL 9, 780 B). 
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la creation, est un unique sanctuaire {avdxroQov)^ 

(PG 46, 1128 C). Cette unit6 a 6t6 d^truite par le p^ch4. Mais 
rharmonie perdue est restaiir^e par la resurrection {jcvxaafjiog) 
op^ree par la Scenopegie, la creation inferieure etant accordee 
avec les puissances d’En-Haut qui sont autour de I’autel d’En- 
Haut. «En effet la nature humaine est rattachee {awdjnerai) 
aux puissances d’En-Haut par la Scenopegie de la resurrection 
dans I’unite de la fete, etant revetue par le renouvellement des 
corps {jiwaCojiiivrj). En efiTet 7ivH(iCs(T&ai est synonyme de 
xoafjLsia^ai ou de TisQtPaXkBo&aL, d’aprfes I’interpretation des 
spedalistes» (1129 AB). 

Mais I’interet principal du Sermon aur la Nativity est ailleurs. 
Gregoire y etablit une relation entre le mystfere du jour et la 
fete juive: «Le sujet de la fete presente est le mystfere de la 
vraie scenopegie. En ce join* nos tabernacles (axrpHafxocta)^ tombes 
k cause de la mort, sont reconstitues k nouveau par celui qui 
avait edifie notre habitacle (ohcrpiiriQUJv) k rorigine» (1128 B). 
Nous retrouvons ici le theme de Methode et son vocabulaire 
{coa]va)fMZy dmnlmea^ai, 236, 241). Nous remarquerons en par- 
ticulier qu’il s’agit de la restauration du tabernacle qui existait 
k Torigine. 

Mais Gregoire continue: «En ce jour, le tabernacle {cna^fia) 
humain est dresse {oTcrpfOTvrjyeirai) par celui a revetu Fhomme 
k cause de nous» (1128 B). Ailleurs il appelle I’lncamation 
axTpKmTjyCa {Vie de Moxse II, 179). Ce qui est caracteristique 
ici est que la restauration des tabernacles est mise en relation 
avec rincamation. Le tabernacle, la axrprfi^ c’est rhumanitd 
meme du Christ. H est vraisemblable qu’une ligne nouvelle 
interfere ici, qui se rattache k Joh. I, 14 oil le Verbe de Dieu 
«a 4tabli sa tente {iaxrpfoyae) parmi nous». II peut y avoir 
aussi influence d’Amos IX, 11: « Je relfeverai la tente de Davids, 
qu’Act. XVI, 3 applique au Christ et Ir4n4e plus sp^cialement 
au corps du Christ {Dem, 38 et 62)^. 

^ Eusebe appelle le corps du Christ OKi^ayfAa (Dem. ev. X1, 22; GCS 23, p. 
450). Ce theme tient ime place importante dans la th^ologie de rinccumation 
chez Cyrille d’Alexandrie (par ex. Com. in Joh., 4; PG78, 617 A—621B). 
La construction {av/imrj^ig) du vrai tabernacle est la r6surrection du 
Christ (620 C; 644 C), avec renvoir k Amos IX, 11 (644 D). 
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Ceci nous rapx)elle la relation que nous avons vu certains 
auteurs 4tablir au d4but de cet article entre les Tabernacles 
et I’Epiphanie. Le d4but de Fannie, inaugur4e en milieu juif 
par la fSte des trompettes au premier septembre et ceUe des 
Tabernacles au quinze, en se d 6 pla 9 ant au d 6 but de janvier en 
milieu grec, a-t-lui d4port4 avec lui une part au moins de la 
symbolique des Tabernacles? II est notable que Gr 6 goire cite 
ici le verset du Psaume CXVII, 24: «Le Seigneur s’est manifesto 
(ihiitpave)'^ (1128 B), qui 4voque TEpiphanie. Et cette mani¬ 
festation est bien la fete du 25 d4cembre, celle du 6 janvier 
4tant r 6 serv 6 au bapteme en Orient. H est possible que nous 
ayions dans le Sermon de Gr^goire un vestige de cette relation 
de la f(§te de Tlncamation et de la Fete des Tabernacles^. 

J’ai voulu simplement retracer cette histoire d’un th&me 
ex4g^tique, pour qu’U puisse servir de base k une discussion 
sur les sources, les caract^res, la nature de I’ex^g^ patristique, 
Je serais 4galement int4ress4 par les complements qui pourraient 
etre ajoutes au tableau forcement restreint que j’ai donne. 
L’interSt du th^me me parait etre qu’il a suscite des inter¬ 
pretations figuratives k la fois dans I’Ancien Testament, dans 
le Nouveau, chez Philon, dans le rabbinisme et chez les Pftres. 
n est done priviiegie pour nous permettre de confronter ces 
differents types d’exeg^ses et leur convergence dans la tradition 
patristique. 

^ Voir les Quatre-Temps de Septembre et la Fete des Tabernacles, 
Maison-Dieu 1966, pp. 126—130. 
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L’oeuvre ex^g^tique d’Origfene a 6t6 souvent mal comprise 
ou m^connue. Et ceci en des sens divers. Plnsieurs de ceux qui 
ont 6crit sur lui de notre temps ou bien, comme de Faye, Koch 
et Jonas, ne voient en lui que le philosophe, ou, comme Volker, 
ne nous montrent que le spirituel. D’autres, tout en reconnaissant 
la place que tient mat^riellement dans son ceuvre I’interpr^- 
tation de TEcriture, la consid^rent comme relevant toute 
entifere d’un all^gorisme dangereux. Inversement, il arrive aussi 
qu’on majore la place de TEcriture dans la pens4e d’Origfene. 
M. Hanson, dans son livre OrigerCa doctrine of Tradition^ a 
raison de donner 4 Toeuvre ex6g4tique d^Origfene une signi¬ 
fication historique, en y voyant Texpression d*\m temps oh le 
contact vivant avec les traditions de la communaut4 primitive 
se perd et oh le texte prend plus d’importance. Mais ce serait 
aller trop loin que de dire que seule TEcriture a autorit6 pour 
lui et qu’il ne reconnait pas celle non des traditions orales, qui 
ne sont que T^cho du jud^o-christianisme originel, mais de la 
Tradition au sens de la continuation dans TEglise de I’autorit^ 
apostolique. 

M§me sans aller jusqu’h ces excfes, il reste que I’ceuvre ex4- 
g^tique d’Origene est difficile k interpreter. Elle attire et elle 
inquiete. Orig^ne a toujours et4 un signe de contradiction. 
Il I’a ete pour I’Eglise, aux yeux de qui il demeiure un des plus 
grands theologiens et un des plus dangereux X)en8eurs. Et ceci 
existait dejh de son temps, puisque nous voyons k la fois r6vSque 
d’Alexandrie s’inquieter de son influence et les evfiques d’Arabie 
I’inviter pour refuter les heretiques. H ne faut done pas s’etonner 
qu’il soit aussi un signe de contradiction en mati^re d’exeg^se 
et que les uns saluent en lui leur maitre tandis que les autres 
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d^noncent sa pernicieuse influence. Aprte tout Saint Jdrdme 
lui-mSme n’a-t-il jamais bien su oe qu’U pensait k ce sujet. La 
seule mani^re de dirimer le d^bat est de s’en rapporter aux 
faits. C’est ce que nous essaierons de faire. 


Quand on parle de Texdg^ d’Orig^ne, on pense souvent 
d’abord k son alldgorisme. C’est oublier qu’il a 6t6 d’abord le 
fondateur de la critique biblique. H a 6t6 le premier k comprendre 
de fafon gdniale, que, pour la discussion avec les Juife et les 
gnostiques, il dtait ndcessaire de determiner le texte authentique 
de TEcriture. C’est ce qu’Eusfebe appelle i^haaig par oppo¬ 
sition k Ceci signiflait d’abord dtablir un texte 

critique. Pour I’Ancien Testament, son texte de base est con- 
stitue par les LXX. Mais il a voulu le comparer au texte hdbreu 
et „il apprit mSme le langue hebraique, contrairement k la 
nature de son dpoque et de sa race“, dit Jdrdme (Vir. iU,, 54). 
Et par ailleurs il I’a compard aux autres versions grecques, 
les trois versions de Symmaque, de Thdodotion, d’Akila, mais 
aussi, pour les Psaumes, d’autres encore, nous dit Eus^be, 
dont Tune trouvde dans une jarre prfes de Jdricho* 

De tout ceci sont sortis les Hexaples. Nous savons les services 
que ce travail considerable a rendus k Eus^be, k Jdrdme, k 
bien d’autres. Mais les parties qui nous restent sont toujours 
d’un interet scientiflque eminent. La premiere colonne, le texte 
hebreu en caracteres hebreux, reproduit I’edition recente des 
rabbins palestiniens. Malheureusement il n’en reste qu’un court 
fragment. La seconde, la transliteration du texte hebreu en 
caracteres grecs, est, nous dit Bleddyn S. Roberts*, „d’un 
immense interet" pour la question de la prononciation de 
I’hebreu k cette epoque. On sait d’autre part la suggestion de 
Paul Kahle^, reprenant une idee de Manson et voyant dans 
cette transliteration un document sur I’usage liturgique de la 

^ Hist. EccL, VI, 16. 

• Hist. EccL, VI, 16, 3. 

• The New Testament, Texts €md versions, p. 130. 

^ Die hebr&ischen Handschriften aus der Hohle, pp. 30 et suiv. 


Digitized by 


Google 



282 


J. Dani^lou 


lecture de la Bible en h^breu, avant sa traduction en grec, 
dans les 4glises bell^nistiques. 

Enfin la cinquifeme colonne est aussi d’un int^rSt capital: 
elle reproduit le texte des LXX, mais Origfene y marque de 
I’obel les passages qui ne se trouvent pas dans Fh^breu et de 
Tast^risque ceux qu’il emprunte aux autres versions pour com¬ 
pleter les LXX, Ik oil les LXX pr^sentent des lacunes par 
rapport au texte hebreu. Orig^ne utilisait ce travail non seule- 
ment pour la controverse, mais aussi pour rexegfese. On remar- 
quera qu’il reconnaissait k la fois I’autorite du texte hebreu 
et celui de LXX. Et en cela il est aussi un precurseur: „I1 faut, 
dit-il, expliquer le texte re 9 u et utilise dans les Eglises, mais 
ne pas laisser sans explication ce qui vient du texte hebraique“ 
{Ho. Jer., XIV, 3; GC8, 107, 27—29). 

En ce qui conceme le Nouveau Testament, Origfene ne s’est 
pas livre k un travail critique parallfele. Mais on remarque d’abord 
qu’il donne parfois des versions differentes du rndme texte, ce 
qui parait supposer qu’il utilisait des manuscrits differents, 
et non seulement qu’il citait de memoire. Certaines de ses 
le 9 ons sont d’un grand interfit. La question vient d’etre etudi^e, 
pour le texte de VEpUre aux Romains, par Jean Scherer, k 
propos de la d^couverte de fragments importants du texte 
grec du Commentaire d’Origene. Sa connaissance de la Palestine 
lui fait discuter certaines le 9 ons, par exemple ilprefereBethabara 
k Bethanie pour Joh., I, 28 et Gergesa k G^rasa pour Marc, V, 1. 
Enfin sur les discordances chronologiques des Evangiles il a 
des remarques tout k fait pertinentes. 

Mais il ne suffit pas d’^tudier le texte authentique de I’Ecri- 
ture. Encore faut-il en determiner le sens littoral. Ce serait se 
tromper fonciferement que de croire qu’Origfene ait meconnu 
I’importance de ce travail. Nous savons d’abord qu’il a con- 
suite des rabbins pour eiucider certaines difficultes du texte 
hebreu. Hamack a rassembie la plupart de ces remarques. 
Elies valent ce que valait Fexegfese juive d’alors. Beaucoup 
concement des traditions haggadiques: Mer Rouge divisee en 
douze passages pour laisser passer les douze tribus; Adam en- 
terre au Calvaire; Sodome retablie comme un Paradis aprfes 
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3.000 ans. Elies attestent du moins le souci de recourir aux 
traditions juives. Et ceci est la marque d’une curiositd d’esprit 
peu commune alors. 

En ce qui conceme le texte grec, il est clair que le travail 
d’Orig^ne pouvait 6tre plus considdrable. II serait int4ressant 
de faire k son propos un travail analogue 4 celui de M. Marrou 
sur Augustin pour voir dans quelle mesure il depend des gram- 
mairiens de son temps. L’enquSte du P. Kerrigan sur Cyrille 
d’Alexandrie a montr6 que celui-ci depend de I’ex^g^se textuelle 
de Porphyre lorsqu’il recherche le axonSg d’un ouvrage et en 
montre VixoXov&(a^. Mais d4j4 certains r^sultats sont acquis. 
M. Cadiou a montr4 qu’Orig^ne utilisait les dictionnaires de 
son temps pour discuter le sens d’un mot^. Le Commentaire 
sur Saint Jean est en ce sens d’un int4r6t particulier. On trouve 
au Livre I une discussion sur tous les sens du mot <1^ 
est fort utile pour la langue grecque d’alors. Et Origfene a du 
moins sur Augustin la superiority de savoir bien le grec. 

Mais ce qui me parait important, c’est qu’Origene n’apparait 
pas dans une d^pendance servile 4 regard des precedes des 
grammaiiiens du temps. Il ne faut pas oublier que c’est seule- 
ment pour mieux comprendre la Bible qu’il a parcouru le cycle 
des etudes litteraires. C’est pourquoi dans ses etudes du voca- 
bulaire biblique, il est surtout soucieux de rapprocher les divers 
sens d’un mot dans I’Ecriture. Il a ainsi sur les differents sens 
de mots comme iwevfm, ^dvarog ou xdofiog des etudes de voca- 
bulaire qui restent foncierement valables. Quand il examine 
les differents titres du Christ au debut du Commentaire sur 
Saint Jean, il ne fait pas autre chose que ce qu’a fait M. Vincent 
Taylor dans The names of Jesus, 

Je n’ai pas le temps de m’attarder 4 cette etude de I’exegese 
litterale d’Origene. Mais elle meriterait d’etre travailiee davan- 
tage. Elle denote, etant donne la mediocrite des moyens dont 
il disposait, les defauts de la technique de I’explication des 

' St. Cyril of Alexandria interpreter of the Old Testcunent, Rome, 
1962, pp. 89—90. 

* Dictionnairee antiques dans I’oeuvre d’Origdne, R.E.G., 1932, 
p. 270 et suiv. 
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textes 4 son ^poque, une 4tonnante intuition. Et elle atteste 
surtout le respect d’Origfene pour le texte mSme de TEcriture, 
rimportance qu’il attache 4 son ^tablissement, non seulement 
en vue de la controverse, mais aussi pour servir de base solide 
4 ce qui constitue pour lui la tache essentielle de rex4g4te, k 
savoir Vig/ii^veCa, I’intelligence spirituelle de TEcriture. 

C’est de cette ex4g4se spirituelle que nous devons maintenant 
parler. Et c’est elle qui est un signe de contradiction. De cela 
Orig^ne lui-mSme est responsable. Et il en est responsable 
dans la mesure oh il a voulu unifier, 4 cause du tour d’esprit 
systematique qui 4tait le sien et au moyen de principes em- 
prunt^s 4 la philosophie de son temps, des donn^es absolument 
disparates. II est done impossible de parler de I’ex^gfese spiri¬ 
tuelle d’OHgfene comme d’un tout. Ou plutot il faut parler 
d’abord des difiT^rents 414ments qui la constituent et qui sent 
valables — et ensuite de son ensemble, qui ne Test pas. 
Je pense que Jonas a raison de penser qu’Orig4ne est on 
esprit rigoureusement systematique^. Et e’est 14 ce qui entrain^ 
des deformations. Mais ceci ne doit pas nous empecher de 
reconnaitre la valeur des pieces du systfeme. 

1, Dans ce qu’Origene appelle exegfese spirituelle, certains 
elements reinvent d’abord de I’exegfese litterale. Origene a 
compris que le sens de nombreux passages de I’Ancien et du 
Nouveau Testament n’etait pas le sens propre. Son esprit 
critique et son rationalisms I’empechent de tomber ici dfiuis le 
«fondamentali8mei>. Il a voulu «dem 3 rthologiser» I’Ecriture. 
11 ne fait en cela que reprendre ce qu’avait dej4 fait Philon 
d’Alexandrie dont il suit sur ce point la doctrine. Ceci apparalt 
dans rex4g4se du premier chapitre de la Gen^e: les sept jours 
de la creation ne sont pas 4 prendre au sens chronologique, 
mais expriment un ordre (rd^ig) {Op.y 13; P.O., XII, 97 B); 
la creation de la femme du c6t4 d’Adam est 4 prendre spiri- 
tuellement; les tuniques de peau ont un sens symbolique. « Qui 
est assez faible d’esprit pour penser que Dieu 4 la manifere d’un 

' Gnosis und spatcuitiker Geist, 11, p. 171 et suiv. 
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cultivateur a plants le Paradis 4 rOrient et a fait dans ce Paradis 
un arbre de vie sensible^ (Princ,, IV, 3, 1; OCS^ 323, 21—24). 
Origfene reconnaitra lui-m6me rerreur qu’il avait faite en pre- 
nant au sens littoral le conseil du Christ de se faire eunuque. 

Dans rinterpr4tation des livres des Ecritures qui sont sym- 
boliques, Orig^ne apporte des ex4g4ses qui sont de grand 
int^ret. D’abord il a le m^rite de rassembler les diverses inter¬ 
pretations qui avaient cours de son temps; ensuite lui-meme 
propose des vues p^n^trantes. Je citerai oomme exemple ses 
Homilies et son Commentaire du Cantique des Canliques, II 
voit dans le Cantique une oeuvre symbolique. EUe decrit 4 
ses yeux les relations du Verbe et de TEglise. II prolonge cette 
exeg4se en y voyant les relations du Verbe et de Tame. Or il 
parait bien que le sens littoral soit la relation de Yahweh et 
d’IsraeD. De plus il a reconnu que le texte dtait rempli d’allu- 
sions 4 la Qenise et 4 VExode, Un autre exemple est I’exdgfese 
des paraboles du Nouveau Testament. Pour Orig4ne, dans la 
parabole du Bon Samaritain, Thomme qui descend 4 Jdricho 
est Adam, les brigands sont les dalfwveg, le Samaritain est le 
Christ. Origfene rapporte cette exdgfese aux presbytres. EUe 
est en fait dans Irdn6e. Dodd estime cette interpretation « quite 
perverse^*; Hoskyns pense qu’eUe est la vraie®; de toutes 
mani4res eUe remonte 4 la communautd primitive. 

2. En second lieu, Orig4ne appeUe ex^gfese spiritueUe la typo- 
logie. H a hdrite du Nouveau Testament et de la tradition 
commune Tid^e essentieUe de I’analogie entre les actions de 
Dieu dans les dv^nements, les institutions et les personnages 
de TAncien et du Nouveau Testament. 11 est ici en particulier 
la continuateur de Justin et dTrdnde. Cette t3rpologie fait 
partie pour lui de la Tradition commune de TEglise^. Il en est 
un tdmoin prdcieux. Ainsi les institutions du L^vitique sont la 
figure du culte spirituel; le temple de Jerusalem figure le vrai 
Temple qui est le Corps du Christ; Josud entrant dans la Terre 

^ Voir A. Feuillet, Le Cantique des Cantiques, Paris, 1953. 

• The Parables of the Kingdom, p. 11. ^ 

• The fourth Gospel, p. 377. 

• Princ., Praef., 7. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



286 


J. Danielou 


Promise figure J^sus ouvrant aux hommes le paradis; la sortie 
d’Egypte figure la liberation baptismale. 

Ces exegfeses typologiques qui existaient k I’etat disparate 
dans la tradition de I’Eglise, Orig^ne a cherche 4 les ordonner. 
Les r^alites de TAncien Testament peuvent en effet figurer les 
divers aspects de la Nouvelle Alliance; elles peuvent se rapporter 
aux ev^nements de la vie du Christ, 4 la vie sa^ramentelle et 
4 TEglise, 4 la vie personnelle de chaque chretien, aux ev^ne- 
ments eschatologiques. Ainsi dans les Homilies sur Josud, 
Origfene montre que la chute de Jericho peut figurer Teffon- 
drement du paganisme par la predication de I’Evangile, la 
chute de la Jericho interieure que chacun porte en soi par la 
conversion 4 la parole de Dieu, enfin la destruction du Royaume 
de Satan 4 la Parousie^. Son esprit se meut librement dans 
le monde merveilleux des correspondances et des analogies, 
qui constitue la cite spiritueUe de FEcriture. 

3. Orig^ne enfin est un spirituel, comme Fa bien montre 
W. Volker. Pour lui la Bible n*est pas objet d’etudes piirement 
erudites. C’est une parole que Dieu nous adresse aujourd’hui. 
Et cette Parole est le Verbe de Dieu lui-meme, le Logos, cache 
sous les apparences de la lettre. Cette Parole doit etre re 9 ue 
dans la foi. Seule la foi donne Fintelligence de FEcriture. La 
gnose veritable, qui est le developpement de la foi, est la 
connaissance des myst^res de FEcriture. Elle est intelligence 
par FEsprit de ce qui est Esprit. L^exegfese ici devient con¬ 
templation. C’est cet aspect dont Henri de Lubac a montre 
la legitimite dans son livre Histoire et Esprit, 

Par ailleurs Origene est un predicateur. Une grande partie de 
son oeuvre exegetique consiste en Homilies, L’exegfese d’Origene 
est ici Fexplication de la parole de Dieu 4 la communaute. La 
Parole de Dieu est adressee 4 la Communaute 4 travers le texte 
de FEcriture et le predicateur est celui qui doit degager ce 
message et Fexprimer. Ceci suppose d’abord que Fexegfete 
soit un spirituel et ait lui-meme penetre par FEsprit-Saint le 
sens de FEcriture, mais aussi qu’il Finterprete dans un sens 

' Voir J. Dani^lou, Origen, London, 1956, pp. 167—169. 
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iliturgique», comme d^crivant des actions divines qui continuent 
de s’accomplir dans la vie de TEglise. 

4. MaJs Origfene entend par ex^g^se spirituelle une quatri^me 
chose: 4 partir d’une vision platonicienne, oil les akrdrftd sont 
figures des vorpcd et non plus les laroQocd des Twev^unocd^ il 
interprfete souvent les symboles scripturaires comme des alle¬ 
gories des r^alites morales. C’est 14 ce qu’il entend g^neralement 
par sens „moral*‘ dans les Homdlies. Les examples sont bien 
connus: dans le r^cit de la Creation, Adam represente le vovg 
etEve Val(T&i]aig; les arbres du Paradis sont les vertus; dans 
le Deluge, Tarche est Tame, le bois equarri son equilibre, le 
bitume ses vertus. Agar represente la culture profane, la 
mtdela, et Sarah la Sagesse. 

Tout ceci vient en grande partie de Philon. Mais il est incontes¬ 
table qu’Origene a eu un goflt particulier pour cette exegfese, 4 
cause de son caractere edifiant. A son exemple Ambroise la 
fera passer 4 doses massives dans ses commentaires; elle fera 
les deiices du Moyen-Age. On ne saurait la juger trop sevfere- 
ment. Car ici c’est une symbolique philosophique qui se sub- 
stitue entierement 4 FEcriture. Et la forme des symboles et 
leur contenu reinvent de la culture helienistique et n’ont rien 4 
voir avec la Bible. Mais cette ex^gfese philonienne ne constitue 
qu’une part finalement restreinte dans I’ex^gfese d’Origfene. 
Elle est localis6e surtout dans les Homdlies. Elle rel4ve plus 
de r^fication que de la science. 


Ainsi quand on parle de I’exdgfese spirituelle d’Origfene con- 
vient-il de distinguer des problfemes trfes diffdrents qui reinvent 
les uns du sens littoral, d’autres de la t 3 rpologie, d’autres de la 
th4ologie de la Parole de Dieu, d’autres enfin de I’alldgorisme 
philonien. Mais le malheur est qu’Origfene a prdcis^ment con- 
fondu ces diffdrents domaines, dans une thdorie du sens spirituel 
opposd au sens littdral qui relfeve de son esprit de systfeme et 
qui fausse la perspective g6n4rale de sa doctrine ex4g4tique, 
sans en compromettre les dldments. Cette systematisation 
s’exprime de plusieurs manieres. 
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1. En premier lieu Orig^ne pense que rEcriture toute enti^re 
doit avoir k la fois un sens littoral et un sens spirituel. Ceci 
signifie que tous les passages ont un sens each4. Si nous ne le 
voyons pas toujours, c’est simplement faute de perspicacity: 
„De m^me que dans les plantes chacune a sa vertu, soit pour 
la santy du corps, soit pour tout autre usage, maJs qu’il n’appar- 
tient pas k tous de le savoir, mais seulement k ceux qui ont 
acquis cette science, ainsi en est-il de Thomme spirituel qui 
cueille dans les Ecritures chaque iota et chaque lettre et mani- 
feste sa vertu“ (Ho. Jer.,XXXlX, 2; GCS, 197, 16—20). 

Le sens figury apparait ainsi comme un expydient commode 
pour tous les passages dont le sens littyral fait difficulty. Origyne 
en arrive k cette formule paradoxale: < Tout dans TEcriture 
a un sens spirituel, bien que tout n’ait pas un sens littyral 
Ceci permet d’abord d’yvacuer le scandale d’ypisodes de TAncien 
Testament dont le sens littyral n’a rien d’ydifiant., Ceci permet 
aussi de rysoudre les contradictions apparentes en y voyant des 
raisons mystyrieuses. Origyne ouvrait par Ik la porte k une 
mythode qui allait k Tencontre de cet esprit scientifique dont 
il tymoigne par ailleurs. 

' 2. Mais cette systymatisation ne signifie pas seulement la 

gynyralisation du sens spirituel k toute FEcriture. Elle veut 
dire aussi que FEcriture rentre dans le systyme gynyral d’Oii- 
gyne. Celui-ci est fondy sur le contraste entre le monde ryel et 
primordial qui est celui des Xoyotol, des cryatures spirituelles 
toutes ygales et parfaites, et le monde sensible, qui est celui 
de ces memes }joyixol dans la condition oil leur chute les a 
ytablis. Or FEcriture est Fexpression et le miroir du monde, 
comme Fa bien vu Urs von Balthasar^. Par suite elle aussi 
comprend deux ypaisseurs: la lettre de FEcriture correspond 
au monde infyrieur des choses sensibles, le sens cachy correspond 
au monde supyrieur des ryalitys spirituelles. 
j Entre autre consyquence, ceci entraine chez Origyne une 
I myconnaissance du caractyre progressif de la ryvyiation. De 
/ meme que le monde des Xoyixol a prycydy celui de la chute, 

1 Princ., IV, 3, 6; GCS, 331, 13—14. 

* Le Mysterion d* Origyne, R.S.R., 1936, pp. 542—547. 
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de meme le sens spirituel de rEcriture a toujonrs exist4 an- i 
t4rieiirement an sens littoral. Par suite Origfene, suivant la ) 
ligne du Pseudo-Bamab4, admet que les saints de TAncien j 
Testament connaissaient le sens spirituel des institutions . 
mosaiques, qui a toujours 6t6 leur vrai sens, et que leur obser- \ 
vance mat^rielle n’a jamais 6t4 qu’une concession faite k une 1 
humanity incapable de comprendre le sens spitituel. Ceci se I 
heurte chez Origfene k un sens historique r4el, qui lui fait voir 
la progression des deux Testaments^, mais sans que cette 
seconde perspective Femporte. 

3. Ceci nous conduit enfin k une demifere question qui est 
le contenu meme du sens spirituel. Quand il oppose la lettre 
de rEcriture et son sens cach6, Origfene veut dire que FEcriture 
contient une interpretation totale du monde et que c’est le 
devoir de Fintelligence de d^gager cette interpretation. Quand 
il pense cela, il revendique simplement la legitimite de la theo- 
logie. Il est d’ailleurs Fheritier de toute la tradition, car k cote 
de la revelation, il y a toujours eu une theologie de la revelation 
aussi bien dans le judeo-christianisme de la communaute primi¬ 
tive que chez les chretiens philosophes du Second Sifecle. 

En revendiquant cela, Ongfene a defendu victorieusement les 
droits de Fintelligence k Finterieur de la foi. Nul n’a mieux 
exprime cela qu’un homme, dont je voudrais ici saluer la 
memoire, le chanoine Prestige. Dans Fathers and Heretics il 
montre que la speculation d’Origene est un effort pour presenter, 
k partir des donnees de la foi, un expose methodique du chri- 
stianisme. «La dette que nous avons envers lui est d’avoir 
preserve la vieille culture intellectuelle de Fhelienisme en la 
transformant par son genie en la philosophia perennis du chri- 
stianisme. Il a rendu possible Anselme et Thomas d’Aquin. 
Sans lui un Christianisme degenere aurait trouve ses maitres 
dans les imitateurs integristes de Jerome et les disciples incultes 
de Bemardf (p. 64). 

Ainsi Origene a eu raison de prolonger la Bible en Theologie. 
Mais eu fait sa theologie est-elle vraiment dans le prolongement 

^ £. Molland, The conception of the Gk>8pel in the Alexandrian theo¬ 
logy, Oslo, 1938, pp. 101—136. 
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de la Bible? En d’autres termes, les oQxal, les principes ultimes 
de son systfeme sont-ils bibliques? La question vient d’etre 
reprise dans trois remarquables etudes de von Ivanka, de Dom 
Vagaggini, du P. Bonnefoy qui aboutissent 4 des conclusions 
analogues. Ivanka 6crit: «Le tout dans lequel s’insferent les 
414ments authentiques de la pens^ d’Origfene est de conception 
non chr^tienne))^. Et Dom Vagaggini plus mod6rement: «Sa 
philosophie avait trois donn^es inassimilables 4 la pens6e chr6- 
tienne: celle d’un processus cosmique n^cessaire, du caract4re 
cyclique de ce processus et d’un spiritualisme exag4r6»^. Le 
point le plus difficile de I’oeuvre d’Origfene est le lien de son 
ex^gese et de sa th^ologie. 

Nous pouvons r^pondre maintenant 4 la question que nous 
posions au d6but: quelle est I’attitude d’Origfene 4 I’^gard de 
I’Ecriture? Nous devons dire que ce qui est admirable en lui 
est qu’il est un ex^gfete complet. Je veux dire que la Bible est 
d’abord pour lui un texte litt4raire qu’il faut ^tudier scientifique- 
ment comme tout texte litt^raire, qu’elle est en second lieu 
une Parole de Dieu actueUement adress6e 4 I’homme et porteuse 
j d’une dvrajuigy qu’elle est enfin le point de depart d’une sp4- 
i culation th^ologique qui en d^gage une vision totale de I’univers 
f et le I’histoire. 

Cette tache admirable, Origfene ne I’a r^ussie qu’en partie, 
parce que la culture de son temps, celle des grammairiens comme 
celle des philosophes, ne lui a pas foumi les instruments pour 
la mener 4 bien. Mais I’^chec partiel de sa tentative ne saurait 
masquer le rdle capital qu’il a jou4 dans I’histoire de I’ex^gese. 
II lui a ouvert toutes les directions oil elle s’est engag6 depuis — 
et ceux meme qui ont rejet4 ses erreurs sont toujours obliges 
de se reconnaitre ses disciples. 

^ Zur geistesgeschichtlichen Einordnung des Origenismus, Byz. 
Zeitschrift, 1941, p. 302. 

* La natura della siiitesi origeniana, Scuol. Catt., 1954, p. 199. Voir 
aussi P. Bonnefoy, La m^thode th^ologique d’Origene, M61. Cavallera, 
1948, pp. 87—145. 
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Les citations scripturaires des Cohabiattions 
(PG 47, 495—532) d’apres leur tradition manuscrite 

J. Dumortier, Lille 

Le travail pr^paratoire k une Edition critique des Cohabita¬ 
tions nous a amen4 k consulter toute la tradition manuscrite 
de ces deux traitds. Au terme de cette 4tude, nous croyons 
possible d’exposer avec quelque certitude comment le Chry- 
sostome cite rEcriture et quel traitement certains scribes ont 
fait subir k ces citations, d’indiquer aussi le ou les manuscrits 
testamentaires aux modules desquels Jean a eu recours. 

Rappelons brifevement Tdtat de la tradition. Vingt-deux 
manuscrits, qui s’^chelonnent du IX® au XVII® sifecle nous ont 
transmis le: Contra eos qui virgines subiniroducias habent et 
le: Quod regulates feminae viris cohabitare non debent. Si Ton 
est en droit d’dliminer quatre manuscrits rdcents, le Britannicus 
additional 21, 983 (Londres, British Mus. add.), le Monacensis 
(Munich, Bibl. nat. gr. 31. f.), le Bom. Casanatense 1396, VOtto- 
honianus gr. 8, VOttobonianus gr. 76, dont Tintdret est des plus 
minces pour Tdtude qui nous occupe, il reste dix-sept manuscrits, 
qui sont les suivants: 

le Basileensis BIJ 15 (gr. 39), sigle B, du IX® sifecle, 
VAmbrosianus D. 546. inf. (Martini Bassi 1004), sigle A, du X® s., 
VAthous Stavronikita 25, sigle E, du X® s., 
le Marcianus gr. Ill, sigle M, du XI® s., 
le Hierosolymitanus S.S. 36, sigle H, du XI® s., 

VAthous Lavra F 106, sigle (7, du XI® s., 
le Parisinus gr. 764, sigle P, du XI® s., 
le Lesbiensis Leimon 42, sigle /, du XI® s., 

VAthous Xeropotamou 124, sigle Z>, du XI® s., 
le Vindobonensis gr. 89, sigle F, de 1129, 
le Taurinensis 89, sigle T, des XII—XIII® s., 

VAthous Vatopedinus 58, sigle F, du XIV® s.. 
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le Vaticanus gr. 571, sigle v, du XIV« s., 
le Laurmiianus VIII, 17, sigle i, du XIV® s., 
le Marcianus gr. 108, sigle w, du XIV® s., 
le Neapolitaniis gr. 31, sigle N, du XIV® s., 
le Sinaiticus 1607, sigle /S, de 1431. 

Ces manuscrits se r4partissent en trois families, issues de 
trois prototypes a y. La famille a groupe ^ J? P /, la famille /3, 
E M C H m S, la famille y, D V T F v L N.YaL premifere famille 
s’oppose aux deux autres, dont Vexemplar fut deux fois trans- 
Iitt6r4. Get exemplar comportait quelques fautes que Ton re- 
trouve dans les deux prototypes y. H faut ajouter que la 
contamination s’est exerc4e au cours des temps. Ainsi le proto¬ 
type a, qui comportait des variantes anciennes, s’est enrichi 
au XI® s. de nouvelles legons, issues de H. Le prototype y a 
4t4 collationn6 avec P, entre 1130 et 1200. 

Sans tenir compte des allusions fugitives, fort nombreuses, 
nous avons relev^ dans nos trait^s quarante-huit citations 
expresses de TEcriture; soit dix-neuf des livres po^tiques et 
proph^tiques, quatre des livres historiques, dix-sept des ^pitres 
de Paul, huit du premier 4vangile. Nous choisirons dans cet 
ensemble, celles qui ofl&ent quelque int6ret pour notre propos; 
mais il faut, tout d’abord, ecarter un faux problfeme que Ton 
se pose quelque fois: Jean cite-t-il ou non de m^moire? S’il 
est vraisemblable que dans ses homilies, I’orateur se fie & sa 
m^moire, on peut penser que I’auteur d’lm traits a le souci 
de verifier sa citation, quitte k modifier le texte scripturaire 
pour des raisons de style. Meme s’il 6tait prouve que dans tel 
cas d6termin6, Jean cite TEcriture de m^moire, on peut penser 
que sa m^moire lui foumit les mots les plus adapt^s au contexts 
litt^raire ou psychologique. Le r&ultat, en definitive, ne peut 
dtre different. Mais s’il est admis que Jean, consciemment ou 
non, modifie parfois le texte scripturaire, est-il encore permis 
de chercher k connaitre le manuscrit de I’Ecriture auquel il 
se refers? Oui, sans doute, dans tous les cas, oil une raison de 
stylistique ne peut Stre invoquee. 

Nous lisons en Matt. 17, 26: Iva de prj awivbaUaoipev airvovQ^ 
noQEv&eh; eh; ^dXaaaav pdXe ayxurtQov xai rov dvaPavta Tigwrov Ix&vr 
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dpov, Tcal avoi^aq to ardfia avrov evg^aeig orar^pa* ixelvov dog 

avrolg dvrl ifiov xai aov. 

Et la le 5 on la plus autorisde de Jean est la suivante: 
Iva de [xij cfxavdaXiaojfiev avrovg, fidiXe &yxiaxQOV elg xrjfv ^dXaaaav xal 
rov avapdvra ngwrov Ix&vv igov, xai evQijaeig h rib ardf-iaxi avxov 
oxaxrjQa* xovx&v XaPchv dog vTteg i/wv xal aov, 

Les divergences apparaissent d’embl6e. Soucieux d’^crire une 
phrase plus nerveuse et de facture classique, Jean supprime 
Tiogev&elg et dvoi^ag comme superflus et substitue xovxov i ixelvov 
et vTieg k dvxl. 

La lecture de I’apparat critique nous permet de voir les 
scribes au travail. Tels notent la variante dvaPalvovxa, issue de 
trois mss. k onciale (£76, e 26, £ 014 de von Soden): nous la 
lirons chez des reprdsentants de nos trois families A —a, MC = )3, 
DV =y, Tels restituent le texte dvang41ique dans sa teneur pri¬ 
mitive: tons les mss., issus de y, prdsentent nogev&elg elg xfjv 
{XdXaaaav pdXe dyxiaxQov oil seule la presence de xijv rappelle le 
texte chrysostomien. 

Un texte des Proverbes (7, 10^. 11^) nous permettra de voir 
comment Jean modifie un mot de TEcriture, pour des raisons de 
style. L’auteur sacr4 parle de la courtisane: 

?} noiel vioxv i^iTrxaa&ai xagdiag, 
dveTtxegcofiivrj d£ iaxiv xal dacoxog, 
et Jean soutient que la vierge dvapor^e imite cette femme 
3xav xal avxfj xo aired Tzoifj ixeCvaig vioxv e^djtxea&ai xagdiag, Sxav 
dv€7vtego}fAivYi ^ xal dacoxog. 

Notre auteur, qui va reprocher, quelques lignes plus bas, k la 
vierge s^ductrice d’enflammer les jeunes gens (xi dal i^daixeig to 
Ttvg;) a inconsciemment lu i^djtxea&ai, ou peut-6tre Ta volon- 
tairement substitud k ii(jcxaa&ai. Mais, ici encore, la lefon de 
TEcriture a dtd portae en marge de I’archdtype, d’ou elle est 
pass4e dans le texte de certains repr^sentants des trois families 
API =a, HmS =/3, DVLN = y. 

H arrive frdquemment k Jean de condenser le texte qu’il 
cite. Ainsi il 6crira: &v yog to dXag /acogav&fj, iv xivi iaxvaei Xoinov; 
alors qu’il lisait dans S. Matthieu (Matt. 5, 13): idv de xo dXag 
fiaxgav&fiy iv xm dXva&riaexai; elg ovdev la^vei exi. Le scribe de 
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V Arnbrosianus se borne k remplacer laxvaei par laxvety ce qui ! 
est une b^vue; celui du prototype y note en marge aXia^asraiy I 
que nous retrouvons dans le texte de DTvLN, mais non dans 
celui de F; quant k Constantin de Tarse, il 4crit Ava^jjaeraL 
( V) par suite de m^lecture, et le lecteur 6tourdi de E, dXia&iy 
aeadai (E^), 

La tentation la plus commune pour le scribe est de completer 
la citation 4court^ par Jean par souci de concision. Invoquant 
le t^moignage de Paul (Rom. 9, 2.3), il 6crit: XvTvq fiol iari 
/leydXrj xal adidXetJtroQ odvvrj rfj xaqbiq. jluw vneq r&v a6e}xp(bv fiov, 
Twv avyyevwv /liov xara aoQxa, et nous trouvons dans certains 
manuscrits, les additions suivantes: rjvxAfiriv yog iycb avd&ejbuz elvai 
ajid rov [rov om. Fv^ Xqurtovy en EWFvLN et olrivdg elatv *IaQar]Xl- 
rai, en FvLN. 

Notons enfin la substitution de rov ^eov k xGyv ovQavojv apr^s 
r^v PaaiXelav d’apr^s le texte de Matt. 6, 33, en VFvLNy re- 
pr6sentants de y pour le deuxifeme trait4. 

Les versets 21 et 22 du 11® chapitre du livre des Nombres 
sont ainsi r^dig^s: ^E^axdauxi Tiel^wv 6 Xadg, iv olg elfii iv 

avxolQy xal ai> ebiag' xgea dtoaco avroig (payeivy xal qxxycnncai ixfjva 
i^fi€Qd)v; fj,7) TiQoPara xal P6eg apayijaovrai avrolgy xal agxdaei amolg; 
ij Ttdv TO orpog rfjg ^aXdaarjg awax^oexai avrolg; Jean 6crit, en se 
r4f6rant k ce texte: e^axoaiac Tts^cjv^ xal a\> ehzag' xgia 

bdiooi amolg xal qxxyovrai fifjva 'j^fiegdjv; fiij TigApara xal fioeg offayg- 
aovrai fj ndv to 6xpov xf\g &aXaa(Trjg avvax^ijoexai. 

Son souci de simplifier et d’ atticiser apparait dans la suppres¬ 
sion du mot Xa6g et de 1’incise, iv olg elfja iv avxolg, k la 
substitution de dtpov k dyjog, mais on comprend moins bien la 
disparition de (payelv et de avxolg, si du moins il les lisait dans 
son manuscrit de V A.T. Or ces mots manquent pr6cis6ment dans 
VAlexandriniis, Jean ne lisait-il pas le modfele de ce manuscrit? 
Pour le verset 12, du 20® chapitre du livre des Nombres, Jean 
suit ^galement la version du manuscrit d’Alexandrie: Sxi ovx 
inioxevaaxi fwi dyidaai fie ivavxiav xGyv vUav *IaQafjX* diA. xovco 
ovx eiad^exe xijv avvaycoy^ xamrjfv elg xipv yrjv rjv edcoxa amolg, 
alors que le reste de la tradition donne vUbv sans xwv et 6sdo}xa 
pour idcoxa. Remarquons toutefois en S. Jean T addition de 
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/£o<, et la suppression de vfisl; aprds eladSere. Le scribe de y 
avait not4 en marge ddd(o?ca, qui est passd dans le texte de TFLN. 

Le Psaume 44, v. 11^ et 12^ porte: 

9(al iniXd&ov rov Aaov aov xal rov ohcav rov jiargdg aov 
on hie&vfirjaev 6 PaaiXex)q tov xdXXovq aov, 

Jean suit VAlexandrinua qui donne, seul, xal im'&v/irjaei. 
Xous lisons enfin dans Ezdchiel 18,23: fjiij {fsXrjaei ^eXrjao) rov 
ddvaxov xrX. Jean dcrit oi ffeXTjaco rov ^dvarov, alors que 
YAlexandrimis pr^sente ov PovXofiai; mais ici, il est difficile de 
savoir, si Jean a substitud deXrjao) k Pov?jofAai qui est impropre 
ou s’il s’est contents de transformer un hdbraisme. Le scribe 
de.L dcrit ‘deX'^ei deXijoa). 

Xous pouvons identifier, avec plus d’assurance, la recension 
dans laquelle Jean lisait le proph^te Mich^e: c’est la recensio 
Liiciani (de Rahlfs). En Mich6e 1,11, en effet, il est question 
d’ une viUe appelde Eewaav^ aaiwav ou aewaag en divers 
manuscrits, et alvav dans cette recension. Les tdmoins de Jean 
portent aivav ou atAa/i, qui est une b4vue. Nous pouvons en 
conclure que Jean lisait bien alvav et suivait cette recension. 

On connait le passage de la l^r« 4pitre aux Corinthiens (9,16) 
oil S. Paul dit pr^f4rer la mort au deshonneur: xa^jov ydg fwi 
pidXXov djto&avelv fj — to xavxrjfid fwv ovdeig xevcoaei. Or nous 
lisons en Jean la le 9 on Iva ru; xevdHXfj qui est celle du Codex 
Ephraemi rescriptus {6 3 von Soden) et d’un manuscrit de 
I’Athos (d 6). Leur module n’4tait-il pas entre les mains de Jean? 

. C’eat encore vers le module de 3 6 que nous ramfene la citation 
de I Cor. 7, 33—34. Alors que 1’ensemble des manuscrits de 
cette 6pitre donnent: . . . xal pepigiarai, xal ^ ywij ^ dyapog 
xal tJ Ttag^evoQ iJtjEqipv^ rd rov xvqIov, Iva fj dyla xal rib acb/iicm xal 
rip Ttvevpan, Jean 4crit, avec d 6: Mepigiarai xal rj ywrj xal 
TiaQ&evoQ, xal [xal om. L] dya/nog peQipvg rd rov xvqlov Iva fj dyla 
xal acbpan xal Twev/uari. 

Nous pouvons nous arreter ici, dans notre enquete, car il 
scrait fastidieux d’^numerer tons les textes cites litt4ralement 
p^r Jean, et qui sont la majority. Nous avons simplement voulu 
montrer que notre auteur en use parfois librement avec la lettre 
meme, alors que les scribes ont eu le souci de cette lettre pr4- 
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cis^ment. Quant k affirmer p4remptoirement que Jean lisait 
le texte syrien, nous ne nous y risquerons pas. Les exemples 
que nous avons all4gu^ sont en trop petit nombre. Us ne sont 
point cependant sans portae, puisqu’ils s’appuient sur Texamen 
de la tradition manuscrite. II nous appartiendra sans doute de 
poursuivre cette enquete. Elle pent etre fructueuse. 
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When we hear the name Tatian, we usually think of his bitter 
Oration to (or rather, against) the Greeks or his lost Diatessaron, 
the harmony of the four gospels. They seem to have nothing to 
do with each other. But from the Oration and from the fragments 
of his lost works a good deal of information can be gathered 
about his relationship to the Bible. This information has to be 
derived primarily from allusions he makes, for the Oration 
provides an excellent example of the rule that apologists gene¬ 
rally make allusions rather than give explicit quotations. 

Because of the date of the Oration, which I believe is late in 
176^, and because of the fairly frequent reflections of what is 
at least “gnosticizing” thought in it^, we should probably hold 
that Tatian had already left the church at the time he wrote. 
It is worth noting that the name “Christian” never occurs in 
the book. For these reasons, and for others which will appear, 
the most adequate parallels to Tatian’s allusive exegesis of 
the Bible occur in such books as Clement’s Excerpta ex 
Theodoto, 

One of Tarian’s complaints against the Greeks has a bearing 
on exegesis. This is his denunciation of them (26, 1—2) for 
dividing time into past, present, and future. “How can the 
future pass by”, he asks, “if the present (alone) exists?” He 
compares the Greeks with sailors who think that mountains 
ashore are moving rather than themselves; the Greeks do not 
know that “time stays, we go” — as long as He who made time 
(the aeon, cf. Hebrews 1, 2) wishes it to exist. 

^ Hfiurvard Theol. Rev. 46 (1963) 99—101; mention of one emperor 
(19, 1), so before 177. 

• Joum. of Theol. Stud. N. S. 6 (1954) 62—68. 
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This discussion of time seems to be related (1) to the Stoic 
argument that the past and the future do not exist, while the 
present does (SVF II 517—18; Diels, Dox. 461, 32—462, 1)^, 
and (2) to the discussion of “today” (Psalm 95, 7) in Hebrews 3, 
17—19 and 4, 7—8. Tatian apparently is hinting that the true 
division of time is into two ages, this one and the one to come, 
although elsewhere he can speak of “our ages” in the plural 
(O. 6, 1), with an allusion to Hebrews 9, 26. 

As far as exegesis is concerned the principle of God’s undiffe¬ 
rentiated time leads to the exegetical principle found in Justin 
{ApoL 42; Dial. 114) and more clearly expressed by Pantaenus 
(Clement of Alex., Eclog. proph. 56, 2) that in the Old Testament 
the present tense has a meaning sometimes future, sometimes 
past. We see Tatian employing this principle when in quoting 
John 1,5 he substitutes the present tense for the aorist (Or. 
13, 1)*. 

The most enigmatic example of Tatian’s exegesis is to be 
found in the 30th chapter of his Oration. Difficult to translate, 
it is even more difficult to explain®. It is a combination of New 
Testament allusions with at least semi-Valentinian theology. 
First Tatian says that like new-born infants he wishes o put off— 
something; there is a lacuna in the text, as Schwartz noted. 
What does he wish to put off? Presumably it is the material 
soul or the psychic body, something he seems to call aoQTdav 
elsewhere. If we supply to oaQxiov here we have a clue to at 
least the first half of Tatian’s exegesis. 

We know, he continues, that the essence of wickedness is like 
that of the smallest seeds. Here he is abviously thinking of the 
mustard seed of Matthew 13, 32; as a gnostic exegete he infers 
that what can be said of good can also be said of evil. It — a 
pronoun referring to the word omitted above, presumably to 

^ Cf. V. Goldschmidt, Le systcme stoicien et Tidce du temps, Paris 
1963, pp. 36—39. 

* He also feels free to substitute plural for singular in Psalm 8, 6 
(Or. 16, 4). 

* Cf. A. Puech, Recherches sur le Discours aux grecs de Tatien, Paris 
1903, pp. 146f. n. 1; another attempt in Joum. of Theol. Stud. N. S. 5 
(1964) 67. 
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caQxlav — grows strong (as it does in Excerpta ex Theodoto 
52, 2) from a small beginning (as sin does in Romans 7, 8 and 11), 
but it will again be dissolved (as the aaqxLav will in Excerpta) 
if we obey the Logos of God and do not scatter ourselves. Here 
Tatian alludes to the gnostic doctrine of the collecting or assembl¬ 
ing of the elect seeds (Excerpta 49, 1). His language may contain 
an allusion to Acts 5,37: “those who obeyed (Judas) were 
scattered”. 

The subject of the next sentence is missing, and it remains 
incomprehensible unless we supply either “the Logos” or “God” 
from what precedes. “He gained the mastery over us by means of 
some hidden treasure”, presumably the hidden treasure to which 
the Kingdom of Heaven is compared in Matthew 13, 44. What 
does the treasure mean for Tatian? I think it is the spark of the 
Spirit’s power, retained by the soul even after the fall (Or. 13, 2; 
Eoccerpta 3, 1—2). “While we were digging it up we were fiUed 
with dust”, the dust out of which the psychic body was made 
according to Excerpta 50,1. On the other hand, “we gave it 
(the treasure or the spark) the occasion for existing”, just as 
after the resurrection the Savior was “blowing off and removing 
dust like ashes, but kindling and giving life to the spark” (Ex¬ 
cerpta 3, 2). 

“For”, Tatian concludes, “he who has received back the 
whole of his possession has obtained authority over much¬ 
valued wealth”. This sentence should be understood in the light 
of Oration 29, 2, where he says that some scriptural statement 
(or rather, the illumination received from them) “gave us not 
what we had not already received but what, although we had 
received it, we were prevented by error from having”. What we 
had received was the divine spark of the Spirit. Thus man can 
receive back the whole or entirety of his possession and, like 
the trader in the gospel, can find a valuable pearl, sell all that he 
has, and buy it (Matthew 13, 45—46). 

This, then, is probably the meaning of Tatian’s remarks 
addressed to “those of our house” (cf. Gal. 6,10; Eph. 2,19). 
He presents them in a mysterious form because like other 
gnostics he knows that the parables of the Savior have a hidden 
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meaning which should be reserved for the elect. The hidden 
meaning here concerns the relation of the soul to the Spirit. 

We possess one other example of Tatian’s exegesis of the 
gospels. This is his treatment of John 1,5, which he quotes as 
“The darkness did not comprehend the light’’ (Or. 13,1). Once 
more he refers a gospel passage to the soul and the Spirit. 
He identifies the soul with darkness and the Spirit with light, or 
again, with the Logos. “The soul itself did not preserve the 
Spirit, but was preserved by it, and the light comprehended the 
darkness”. At this point the exegesis of Theodotus is more 
historical than Tatian’s {Excerpta 8, 4). 

These two examples of Tatian’s gospel exegesis show that 
he applied his duahstic, “psychological” theory to passages 
which at first glance seem to have nothing to do with it, and 
give us a clue to the method he elsewhere employs. They also 
show that he knew the gospels of Matthew and John^, as of 
course his Diatesaaron makes plain. 

Before turning to his allusions to biblical passages we should 
consider the only other example of his exegesis which is fairly 
fully preserved. This comes from his lost treatise On Perfection 
According to the Savior, and is preserved by Clement of Alexan¬ 
dria (Strom. Ill, 81). It is based on I Corinthians 7,5—6, which 
we must quote before considering Tatian’s view. 

“Do not defraud each other (says the apostle to husband and wife) 
except by agreement for a time in order that you may have time 
for prayer and again be together, lest Satan tempt you because 
of your lack of self-control. I say this by way of concession, not 
of command”. 

As an ascetic, Tatian dislikes such a concession*. “Agreement”, 
he says, “is indeed suited for prayer, but fellowship in corrupt¬ 
ion weakens the supplication. He (Paul) absolutely forbids 
it as shameful by (the way he makes) this concession; for while 
he conceded ‘again being together’ on account of Satan and 
lack of self-control, he declared that the man who obeyed (the 

^ Schwartz noted an allusion to Matt. 12, 29 in Or. 14, 1; cf. Puech, 
op. cit., p. 126 n. 2. 

* Cf. the comment of H. Chadwick, New Testament Studies 1 (1955) 
265 n. 2. 
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concession) was going to ‘serve two masters’ (Matt. 6, 24; Luke 
16,13) — by agreement, God, but by disagreement, lack of 
self-control, fornication, and the devil”. The man whose spark 
of Spirit is ablaze will have nothing to do with marriage, for 
marriage, in Tatian’s view, was “corruption and fornication” 
(Irenaeus, Adv. haer. I 28, 1, perhaps based on this work). 

Because of these opinions it was natural for Tatian to reject 
“some epistles of Paul”, as Jerome tells us he did (In ep, ad 
Tit.y praef.). His own rejection of marriage, meat (cf. Or, 23, 2) 
and wine compelled him to deny the authenticity of I Timothy, 
where all three are accepted (4, 3; 5,14; 6, 23). But Jerome tells 
us that he recognized the authenticity of Titus. This is strange, 
but Titus contains the word “continent” (1,7; cf. I Cor. 7,9, 
etc.) and is opposed both to “Jewish myths” (1,14) and to 
“genealogies” (3, 9) as it is said that Tatian was. 

In the Oration as in the fragments there are allusions to many 
of the Pauline epistles. Evidently Tatian, like Marcionites and 
Valentinians, was well acquainted with Paul. The passages to 
which he alludes are naturally those which tend to agree with 
his own theology, though in a few instances the allusions can 
be paralleled in the certainly non-gnostic Theophilus of Antioch. 

Tatian alludes to Romans 1, 20 and 25 (Or, 4, 2) and reflects 
the Pauline doctrine that the Creator can be known from the 
creation and should be worshipped instead of the creation. 
His appeal to die to the world and live to God (Or, 11,2) is 
based either on Romans 6, 11 or on Colossians 2, 20 (his phrasing 
is exactly paralleled in Ecxerpta 80, 2). The statement that the 
acLQxiav (?) had a small beginning and is related to wickedness 
resembles Romans 7,8 and 11, as we have said. Tatian says 
that “through sin we were sold” (Or, 11, 2); this comes from 
Romans 7, 14. 

In a fragment (Clement, Strom, III 82) there may be an allusion 
to Romans 7, 2 (so Schwartz); Tatian separated the “old man” 
(Rom. 6, 6; cf. Col. 3, 9; Eph. 4, 22) from the new by arguing 
that the law came from another God. 

I Corinthians 3,16 refers to men as the temple of God, ind¬ 
welt by the Spirit, and Tatian makes use of this verse in Or, 15, 2. 
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We have already seen that he fully discussed I Cbrinthians 7, 5, 
and from the same chapter (7, 21) he took the statement that 
“if I am a slave I submit to my slavery” (Or. 11,1). Another 
reference to the Spirit (I Corinthians 12,11) as “one and the 
same” in spite of diversity is used in Or. 12, 4—5 (as in Theo- 
philus, Ad Autol, 1,13 and 2, 35). A similar passage on harmony 
in the body in spite of differences of honor (I Cor. 12, 12—23) 
lies at the base of Or. 12, 2—3. Naturally Tatian used the fifteenth 
chapter on resurrection. He denied Adam’s salvation because 
“in Adam all die” (16, 22; cf. Irenaeus, Adv. haer. III 23,8) 
and mentioned immortality as the clothing of mortality (15, 
63; Or. 20, 3; also in Theophilus, Ad AtUol. 1, 7). 

Similarly Tatian made use of resurrection verses in II Corinth¬ 
ians. The idea of a axrpKOfm as a dwelling for God’s Spirit 
(Or. 16, 2) may well come from II Corinthians 5, 1; and the idea 
that the naked need an adornment after death (Or. 20,3) is 
almost certainly from II Corinthians 5, 3. 

Galatians is reflected twice., Galatians 2,19 (“I died to the 
law through the law”) is interpreted in Or. 16, 4: the demons 
gave men laws of death, but men conquered death by death 
through faith (death destroyed by death in Excerpta 80, 2; 
see below on Hebrews). Jf Jerome is actually referring to Tatian 
in his Commentary on Galatians 6, 8, he interpreted the words 
“he who sows in the flesh will reap corruption from the flesh” 
in relation to sexual intercourse. 

There is an allusion either to Ephesians 6,14 (“put on the 
breastplate of righteousness”) or to I Thessalonians 6, 8 (“put on 
the breastplate of faith and love”) in Tatian’s “armed with the 
breastplate of the heavenly Spirit” (Or. 16, 2). 

The notion that demons desired to become robbers of the 
divine nature may come from Philippians 2, 7 (Or. 12, 4), like 
the statement that God was in the form of man (Or. 21, 1). 

There is an allusion to Colossians 1,16 in Or. 6, 1, where 
Tatian speaks of the Logos as “the first-born work of the Father”. 
Both Justin (passim) and Theophilus {Ad Autol, 2, 22) allude 
to this verse. And as we have suggested in discussing Romans, 
Tatian may refer to Colossians 2, 20 {Or, 11,2). 
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Finally, the expression “conquer death by death” (Or. 15, 4) 
comes from Hebrews 2,14, while the phrase “a place for re¬ 
pentance** (Or. 15, 3) is from Hebrews 12, 17. We have already 
mentioned an allusion to Hebrews 9, 26 in Or. 6, 1. 

From these passages — not all of which, of course, are equally 
convincing — it will be plain that Tatian knows Paul well and 
that in part, at least, his theology is based on the Pauline epistles, 
including Hebrews. The contrast which he frequently draws be¬ 
tween “psychic” men and the Spirit is not unlike the doctrine 
expressed by Paul in I Corinthians. He carries it, however, to 
an extreme never envisaged by Paul. 

We shall speak only briefly about the Diatessaron, the har¬ 
mony of the four gospels which Tatian composed at some un¬ 
known period in his career. In part he was obviously motivated 
by theological considerations in compiling it; thus it begins 
with the first five verses of John, verses whose theological 
meaning he points out in the Oration (1,1 in Or. 5,1; 1,3 in 
Or. 19,4; 1,5 in Or. 13,1). At least according to Theodoret he 
omitted the genealogies of Jesus, for he was opposed to human 
generation and perhaps thought he could justify his omission 
on the basis of Titus 3,9. 

But the Diatessaron gives the impression of being more a 
history than a (strictly) theological work, and, after all, we know 
that Tatian was concerned with history, at least in the Old 
Testament. He discussed the dates of Homer and Moses (Or. 31; 
36—41) and apparently was acquainted with the Acts of the 
Apostles. We have already mentioned the scattering of Judas' 
followners as a possible allusion; we might mention also such 
relatively unusual words as '^eofidxoi (Acts 5,39; Or. 13,3), 
ofiQtwia&elg (Acts 14,15; Or. 35, 2), and anegfio^dyoi (Acts 17, 
18; Or. 6,1). These examples, however, do not really provide 
adequate proof that he knew the book. 

Tatian found the New Testament much more congenial than 
the Old. This is not to say that he rejected the Old Testament. 
On the contrary, he stressed its divine inspiration and used 
key verses in it as foundation stones of his theology. In fact, 
like Justin and Theophilus, he teUs us that he owed his convers- 
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ion to the reading of the Old Testament. These “barbarian 
writings” were both older and more divine than anything the 
Greeks had produced, and Tatian was convinced that they 
were true because of their simple, not artificial style, their 
constant reference to one God, and the excellence of their con¬ 
tent. Objectively considered, they gave an intelligible account 
of the creation of the universe, accurately predicted the future, 
and provided moral commandments superior to those of the 
Greeks. Subjectively (to use our terminology), they freed Tatian 
from the slavery which existed in the world (Or. 29, 1—2), 
primarily slavery to fate (cf. Or. 8ff.; Excerpta 69ff.). 

Tatian thus stresses not only the antiquity (Or. 31,1; 36,2; 
40,1—2) but also the divine inspiration of the Old Testament 
(probably whatever he says of the Old can be applied to the 
New). He speaks of “the most divine interpretations, firom time 
to time set forth in writing, which have made those who read 
them much beloved of God’’ (Or. 12 , 3), and explains inspiration 
as due to the divine Spirit: 

“The Spirit of God is not among all, but is present with some who 
conduct themselves righteously; mingling with the soul, it declares 
in prophecies what is hidden from the other souls. Those souls 
which obeyed wisdom drew to themselves a kindred Spirit** (Or. 
13, 3). 

Because of his emphasis on the doctrine of the Spirit as ori¬ 
ginally given to men, then withdrawn but finally recovered, 
Tatian makes much use of the creation story in Genesis (as his 
more orthodox contemporary Theophilus does for other reasons). 
He knows that “God was in the beginning” (Or. 5,1) from the 
first words of Genesis. From Clement (Eclog. proph. 38, 1) and 
Origen (De oral. 24, 5) and perhaps from Celsus (Origen, C. Cels. 
6, 51; cf. Journ. of Theol. Stud. N. S. 5 (1954) 67 n. 3) we learn 
that Tatian regarded “Let there be light” (Gen. 1, 3) as a peti¬ 
tion of the Demiurge addressed to the “higher God”; but this 
view is absent (intentionally?) from the Oration. Genesis 1,26 
was very important to him, for the “image and likeness of 
God” was the Holy Spirit which produced immortality (Or. 
12,1; 15, 2—3). (Perhaps he combined it with Wisdom 2, 23; cf. 
Or. 7,1.) Men lost this Spirit because they “followed a certain 
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one who was more subtle than the others (Gren. 3, 1) because he 
was the first bom (perhaps from Job 40, 19, as Maran suggested), 
and declared a god the one who had risen up against the law 
of God (the command not to eat of the tree, Gen. 2, 16—17)” 
(Or. 7, 2). They were then driven from the earth (Gen. 3, 23—24), 
an earth which Tatian says was not this earth but a better one 
(Or. 20, 1), presumably in the aeons above (Or. 20, 2). And God 
decided to take his Spirit away from them (Gen. 6, 3); the Spirit 
left the soul which did not wish to follow it (Or. 13, 2). 

The only explicit quotation from the Old Testament which 
Tatian gives is concerned with man’s state after his loss of the 
Spirit. It is from Psalm 8, 6, which he quotes as “they were 
made lower than the angels for a little” (Or. 16, 4). The verse 
is referred to Jesus in Hebrews 2, 9, but Tatian’s concern for 
anthropology is greater than his concern for Christology. 

Tatian also knows about the Exodus, the temple of Solomon, 
and the prophet’s mention of Nebuchadnezzar (Or. 36—38), 
but he deals with these items only in relation to “the history 
according to our laws” (Or. 36, 1) and may be following not the 
Bible but a Hellenistic Jewish source. 

According to Jerome, commenting on Amos 2,12, Tatian 
used this verse, which refers to the bringing of wine to Nazirites, 
as a proof that wine should not be drunk. Since it is hard provide 
such a proof from the Bible, we can only admire Tatian’singen- 
uity. 

What we have found in his treatment of the Old Testament 
is much like what we found in regard to the New. He takes 
verses which seem to hint at his own theological views and uses 
them as foundation stones. The exegesis serves the theology, 
which, as Schwartz long ago suggested, is not unlike the Valen- 
tinianism of Theodotus. We may add that the passages Tatian 
uses are much the same as those Theodotus employs. Both 
writers cite the anthropological verses from Genesis and make 
little use of the rest of the Old Testament. Both use all four 
gospels and, in essence, employ John as the, key to the synoptics. 
Both utilize Romans, I II Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, 
Philippians, Colossians, and Hebrews — and these epistles 
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constitute the New Testament foundation of their theology. 
Theodotus is a little more concerned with explicit exegesis of 
words and passages, while Tatian, like the Valentinus of the 
Gospel of Truth, weaves New Testament language into his treatise. 
The difference may be due to the use of different literary forms. 

Perhaps such a study as this raises more questions than it 
answers, and we may have to recognize with H. E. W. Turner 
the existence of a “penumbra” between orthodoxy and heresy 
in his time^, or the absence of any historical distinctions which 
can sharply differentiate orthodoxy and heresy in this period. 
In any case, it is worthwhile to find out what Tatian’s Bible 
was, more or less, and what it meant to him. 

^ The Pattern of Christian Truth, London 1964, pp. 86—89 (on Taticui). 
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Requete d’un patrologue aux biblistes 
touchant les Septante 

G. JouASSARD, Lyon 

Depuis le si^cle demier, un travail consid^able a accompli 
pour r^tude et la comprehension de la Bible hebraique; travail 
indispensable, il va sans dire^. H y a eu dgalement des travaux 
importants engages sur V A. T. grec. De ces demiers je ne pretends 
point dresser ici un bilan; je n’ai aucunement la competence 
reqmse pour cela. Je voudrais plut6t, relativement aux Septante, 
attirer T attention des biblistes sur certains points qui risquent 
de leur echapper en partie, et que mes etudes en patristique*, 
me font considerer comme notables. Aux patrologues de dire 
ai je me trompe, et aux biblistes de leur c6te. 

Commen 9 ons par faire le point sur la situation. 

Historiquement peut-on dire de la Bible hebralque qu’elle 
ait directement et par elle-rndme, en tant que Bible hebralque, 
exerce une action predominante dans les premiers sidcles Chre¬ 
tiens? Oui sans doute dans certaines portions de la communaute 
primitive de Jerusalem*. Dans ces cercles on devait lire la Loi 

^ Ce travail devra etre poursuivi, en tenant compte non seulement des 
d^couvertes capitales qui ont 4te faites r6cemment du c6te de la Mer 
Morte, mais encore des perspectives qui commencent k se d^gager quant 
k r influence exerc4e sur le monde chr^tien par les Juifs durant les 
premiers sidcles de notre dre. A cet 4gard, les recherches entreprises par 
le R. P. D^mann et son ^quipe des Cahiers sioniens sont prometteuses. 
On regrettera d’autant plus la disparition si pr6matur6e et si tragique de 
Ren6e Bloch, laquelle avait amorc6 toute sorte d’enquetes en vue 
de montrer k quel point le christianisme plonge avant ses racines en 
milieu juif, notamment sour le rapport de la liturgie. 

• Ces Etudes, et, en outre, les reflexions que m’a sugg^rees une these 
(dactylographiee) qu’a presentee en 1963 k notre Faculte de theologie 
de Lyon le R. P. Jecm Coste, Trois essais sur la Septante k p£u*tir du mot 
joTutpdq, 

* 11 faut tenir compte de la presence d’helienistes dans cette commu¬ 
naute primitive. Ces demiers pouvaient utiliser les Septante, et sans 
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et Prophfetes comme lea lisaient nombre de Juifs palestiniens 
ail temps de Notre-Seigneur, dans Tidiome original. Mais la 
chose n’a guere dur^. Outre que le christianisme s’est assez 
vite r6pandu dans le monde grec, la catastrophe de Tan 70, puis 
celle de Tan 135, sont venues miner ce qui existait. L’Eglise de 
J^msalem n’aura plus de consistance en un temps. Elle devra 
ressusciter, en se reconstituant petit k petit, au fur et k mesure 
que des chr^tiens reprendront pied dans la Ville Sainte, entre- 
temps paganish. Une coupure s’^tait done produite de ce c6t6, 
cependant que TEglise 4tait devenue principalement grecque 
d’expression par suite de T expansion missionnaire. C’est dire 
que la Bible que maintenant Ton lit k la synaxe dans cette 
Eglise, fortement h4114nis^ d^sormais, n’est plus gufere Tan; 
cienne Thora mais les Septante avant tout. T>6jk notre N. T. 
le manifeste; I’A. T. y est plus d’une fois cit6 d’aprfes ce texte. 
Quand d’autre part, en vue de satisfaire aux besoins de Tex- 
pansion missionnaire que je disais, des traductions nouveUes 
devront intervenir en latin, ce n’est point sur Th^breu que sont 
entreprises ces adaptations mais sur les Septante. En syriaque, 
e’est vrai, il en ira d’autre sorte pour la Peshitta; et, grace 4 
la Peshitta, T influence de Th^breu se fera peut-etre sentir sur 
les premieres traductions arm^niennes, sinon sur d’autres ensui- 
te^. II reste que cela s’est pass^ dans des pays un peu excentriques 
par rapport au monde romain, pays oil T influence s^mitique 
etait capable de s’exercer elle aussi. D’ailleurs les Syriens 
eux-memes de langue syriaque s’alligneront plus tard sur le^ 
Grecs-, et composeront des traductions de I’A. T. d’apres le« 
Septante. Tant et si bien que ces demiers apparaissent dans 
r Eglise ancienne, si on la prend dans sa masse, comme le texte 

doute r ont-ils fait. Ce qui contribuerait, en meme temps que V influence 
de la Diaspora, k expliquer, que cette version soit elle-meme employee 
dans des Merits du N. T. 

^ C’est des observations pr^sent^ par Dom Louis Leloir & la suite 
de ma communication k Oxford, que je dois ces demieres pr^isions. 
Je lui en suis extremement reconnaisscint, ainsi qu* k tous ceux qui ont 
bien voulu me foumir I’appui de leurs connaissances sur ces point-1^. 

* La preuve est belle que, en d^pit de T influence sdmitique, ils ont 
ressenti celle des Grecs, et par eux celle des Septante, tant celle-ci etait 
puissante k travers le monde chr^tien dans ce temps-lii. 
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re 9 u par excellence, texte officiel en quelque sorte, le seul 
qui ait dans la pratique utilise au cours des premiers si^cles, 
mises k part diverses chr6tient4s en marge du bassin m^diter- 
ran^en. C’est pourquoi, lorsqu’il se lancera dans sa grande 
oeuvre des Hexaples, Origfene le fera avant tout dans ce dessein 
que les chr4tiens aient capacity de discuter avec les Juifs sur le 
terrain biblique, sans se voir opposer qu*ils ignorent Th^breu 
et la Bible h^braique^; mais le grand ex^gfete n’a gufere id6e 
qu’il faille enlever I’A. T. grec des mains de ses frferes. A T inverse 
il est quant k lui persuade de la superiority des Septante. II 
les tient pour un texte en quelque sorte canonise, voire inspire. 
H refusera en consequence de les lacher, lors meme que Jules 
Afiricain, par une intuition dont je ne connais aucun equivalent 
en son temps essayera de lui remontrer que Fhebreu pourrait 
avoir la preseance dans certains cas et la bonne lefon. 

Done rfegne quasi absolu des Septante dans une trfes grande 
partie de TEglise chretienne durant les premiers sifecles. II 
faut attendre la fin du IV^me et saint Jerome pour que la situa¬ 
tion change vraiment. Lui decouvrira Vhebraica veritas. Decou- 
verte au sens plein du mot, qu’il fera k Cesaree devant les Hexa- 

* On ne constate pas sans quelque surprise que le propos 6tait tout 
semblable d'un saint J6rdme, quand il a traduit sur Th^breu le Psautier; 
cf. sa lettre-preface k Sophrone dans Sancti Hieronymi Psalterium 
juxta Hebraeos, Edition critique par Dom H. de Sainte-Marie, Rome, 
1954, pp. 5—7. 

* La discussion est bien connue. Elle r6vele I’acuite de vue de Jules 
Afiricain. Elle lui assure dcuis ce cas special ime sup^riorite sur Origene. 
Singuliere prerogative. Encore est-il qu’Africanus est loin encore de la 
decouverte que fera plus tard saint jerfime de Vhebraica veritas. Tant 
s'en faut qu*Origene, avec la science qu’il possedait de Thebreu, ait 
ete vraiment en chemin pour faire lui-meme cette d^couverte. Il etait peut- 
etre trop d’Eglise pour cela, je veux dire trop attache k la pratique des 
eglises de son temps en matiere de lectures liturgiques et d’argumentation 
scripturaire. Saint jerfime, k T inverse, va rompre brutalement avec 
cette emprise. Emporte par ses idees et peu* sa fougue, il croira un 
simple sc€mdale des fideles devant sa decouverte. Il s’agissait au vrai 
d’une chose grave, d’une sorte d’innovation aux yeux du public. Il 
eut fallu d’autant mieux montrer qu’il y avait moins l^i innovation 
que reprise d* une pratique qui avait eu cours dans la communaut^ aposto- 
lique en Palestine; du coup la controverse aurait pu se d^rouler sur un 
plan normed. Il eut fallu da vantage encore 6viter de donner 1* impression 
qu’on denigrait les Septante, 1’usage de TEglise et son autorite. 
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pies, mais non point d’un seul coup, tellement cette d^couverte 
6tait extraordinaire pour I’^poque; il y arrivera par stapes. 
Une fois, il est vrai, ses id4es fix4es 14-des8U8, celles-ci se feront 
in4branlables, dut-il soulever le scandale autour de lui^. H 
laissera done inachev^es les traductions qu’il avait en cours 
sur les Septante, et d^sormais il ne traduira plus gufere T A. T. 
que sur Th^breu. A la faveur de cette initiative, les Latins 
pourront ensuite prendre dans une eertaine mesure contact 
avec la Bible h^braique, et se servir de cette demifere dans une 
eertaine mesure ^galement. La mesure a cependant 4t4 limits, 
car Jerome n’a point traduit, qu’on sache, tons les livres sans 
exception de FA. T. r4dig4s en h4breu; en outre, ceux-14 memes 
qu’il a traduits, il n’a pas en principe os4 les rendre sans tenir 
compte des vieilles latines en usage autour de lui. De surcroit 
ces versions, rnalgr^ tout originales, qu’il a compos6es sur 
I’h^breu et qu’il a lanc^es dans le public, ne seront pas toutes 
agr^4es de ce public. H en est beaucoup qui entreront dans la 
collection appel^ de nos jours Vulgate^, collection qui entre- 
temps 4tait devenue d’usage commun dans les chr^tientds 
latines. D’autres livres resteront k la porte de ladite collection, 


^ Il y avait pr^is^ment scandale, parce que nul ne songeait pour 
Fheure k battre en br^he Fautorit^ des Septante. L* usage, en effet, 
de cette version 6tait si bien 4tabli qu’on en oubliait pratiquement que 
c’^tait une version. J6r6me criait maintenant que Fh6breu 6tait F ori¬ 
ginal. On en avait perdu jusqu’au sentiment, et on traitait de novateur 
Tex^gete latin pour ces traductions qu*il pr^conisait sur cet original, 
traductions dont il pr^tendait qu*elles seules correspondaient k FEcri- 
ture comme telle. Lui-memo d'ailleurs exag^rait; non seulement il 
secouait un peu fort et un peu vite des coutumes inv6t4r6e8, mais il 
aurait voulu qu’il n’y eut d’Ecritiue pour I’A. T. qu’en h6breu; k ses 
yeux, le reste, done nos deut^rocanoniques, ne m^ritait qu’un cr^t 
limits. Il avait ainsi tendance k traiter k lui seul et en savant, sous pre¬ 
texts de la primaute de Fbebreu, un point qui releve de 1* inspiration et 
du Canon, de la Tradition par consequent et du jugement decisif de 
F Eglise. 

* L’on Sait que le sens restreint qu’a pour nous ce nom de Vulgate, 
n’est pas celui qui avait cours au debut du XVIeme siecle ni meme k 
Fepoque du concile de Trente. D’ob des erreurs qu’on a faites longtemps, 
et encore de nos jours, sur la portee veritable du decret Insuper. Cf. 
Bulletin de Theologie ancienne et medievale, t. VII, N® 861—862, 1954, 

pp. 180—181. 
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le Psautier tout au moins, c*est-4-dire un ouvrage sp4cialement 
important sous le rapport de la th^ologie et de la liturgie^. 

Ainsi iront les choses en Occident k partir du moment oil 
notre Vulgate est entr^ largement dans le commerce k travers 
les communaut4s de langue latine. H va sans dire que jusque-14 
dans ces communaut4s, aussi longtemps qu’elles n’ont point 
utilise la Vulgate pour le service liturgique, c’est sur les vieilles 
latines, et done indirectement sur les Septante, qu’on a le plus 
souvent travaill4 et qu’en tout cas on a pri6^. A plus forte 

* Jusqu*^ ces demieres ann^, en effet, et avant la publication du 
nouveau Psautier remain, nous continuions dans TEglise latine, comme 
on a fait de tout temps dans TEglise grecque, k lire officiellement les 
Psaumes d*apr^ les Septante. L* innovation r^cente est vraiment une 
innovation chez nous, 8*agissant de Psautier traduit sur Th^breu pour 
une fin de pri^re et de liturgie. Tel n’^tait point le but de saint J4r6me 
dans son Psalterium juxta Hebraeos, si 1* on en croit la preface, ainsi que 
je le notais ci-dessus; lui avait en vue la pol^mique. II semble avoir 
estim^ que les Latins ^taient incapables de prier sur un Psautier h^braique 
(op. cit., pp. C—7). De fait, pendant de longs sidles, les Occidentaux ont 
pr4f6r6 utiliser le Psautier hexaplaire de J^rdme, bien que le moins apte k 
la function qui lui 6tait d^volue, puisque traduction congue comme 
^ition savante k T usage de savants. Pourquoi le Psautier hexaplaire, 
vu cee conditions, alors qu’ailleurs on empnmtait k J6r6me ses versions 
sur Th^breu? Non point certes pcurce qu*4^tion savante, mais parce que 
traduction venant de saint J6rdme et foumissant un texte des Psaumes 
qui ne d^tonait pas trop par rapport k celui des Septante auquel on 
4tait habitu4. A noter que J4rdme lui-meme avait pris la precaution, 
pour que son Psautier selon I’hebreu fut utilisable, d’y introduire la 
numerotation des Septante; numerotation des Psaumes s*entend, non 
la division en cinq Livres (cf. op. cit., p. LXVTII); e’est dire combien 
cette numerotation etait accreditee dans le monde ecciesiastique en ce 
temps'l^ tout comme le texte des Septante. Par un prodige d*ironie, 
les modemes ont tous supprime cette disposition singuliere du Psau¬ 
tier hebreu de saint jerdme, meme les Benedictins dans la magistrals 
edition qu’ ils viennent de donner. 

* Le fait est patent pour Rome elle-meme k ime epoque aussi tardive 
que le VTieme siede; cf. Bulletin d’ancienne literature chretienne 
latine, t. IV, 1966, pp. [6] et [16]. Cette constatatioU n* obligerait-elle 
pas k se demander si vraiment, pour T A. T., les traductions de saint je¬ 
rdme sur r hebreu auraient ete re 9 ues auparavant dans Tusage liturgique 
k Rome, ainsi qu’on I’a imagine spontanement d’aprds ce qu’a rcM^onte 
I’exegete latin. Lui pourtant savait bien, il nous le suggere, que son 
Psautier sur 1’hebreu n’avait en Occident aucune chance d’etre re 9 U ni 
de ce cdte ni aiUeurs; en quoi il ne s’est guere trompe, puisque le nou¬ 
veau Psautier romain n’est point le sien. Mais les historiens et liturgistes 
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raison en va-t-il de la sorte dans les Eglises d’expression grecque. 
LA c’est reguliferement sur les Septante qu’on priait. L’h^breu 
est fort pen connu, meme des ex^getes patent^s^. II est moins 
encore utilise. II aurait pu I’etre plus ais^ment, k dater de saint 
Jerome et de sa d^couverte, 4tant donn4 que notre moine latin 
a fait celle-ci en Orient et qu’ il T a dfes lors monnay^e en Palestine 
le restant de sa vie, soit plus de vingt ans. Mais J4r6me n’ a gufere 
su se faire lire des Grecs ses contemporains et successeurs*. Parmi 
eux en tout cas, il n’en est aucun qui soit entr6 r^ellement dans 

ne se seraient-ils pas abus^ quant 4 eux sur les succes remport^ dans 
la Ville Etemelle par les autres traductions de J4r6me d'apres I’hebreu? 
La chose m^riterait du moins d’etre excunin^ d’une fagon un peu appro- 
fondie. 

^ Le nombre parait avoir 6t4 tres faible des Grecs qui se sont pr4oc- 
cupes beaucoup de I’hobreu. Ceux-14 memes qui ont le mieux connu 
cette langue, Origene, saint Epiphane, sont loin d’en avoir tir6 tout ce 
que nous attendrions. L’4nigmatique Adrien devait en user plus adroi- 
tement; mais nous ne pouvons guere 4 I’heure actuelle juger de sa propre 
science, nous sommes trop mal ^quip^ pour cela; quant 4 son influence, 
elle semble avoir 4t4 restreinte; encore bien moins le personnage a-t-il 
trouv4 autour de lui des iinitateurs et des emules. 

* Parmi ceux qui I’oni utilise, on citerait aujourd’hui seunt Cyrille 
d* Alexandrie. Le groupe n’est guere foumi. Et non pas seulement pK>ur ce 
motif que I’exegete ^crivait en latin, langue que lee Grecs ont boudee, 
sauf exception. Dans son cas il y avait autre chose: le parti qu’il avait 
pris 4 Antioche centre M41ece, 1’attitude qu’il aura au cours de la que- 
relle orig^niste, sa liaison alors avec Th4ophile d’Alexandrie, sa har- 
gnerie centre saint Jean Chrysostome. C’est ce qui explique probablement 
que saint J^rdme ait pu vivre non loin de ce dernier, de Diodore de 
Tarse, de Theodore de Mopsueste, sans s’inspirer beaucoup d’eux, sans 
pencher beaucoup, quoi qu’on ait dit, vers une ex^gese que nous puissions 
appeler litt^rale. Sa d^couverte de I’hebraica veritas aurait du cepen- 
dcuit I’y inciter pour I’A. T. Mais non il reste f^ru d’all^gorisme, bien que 
devenu en un temps un antiorig^niste notoire. Inversement les Antio¬ 
ch iens que nous venons de citer, ont m6connu la grande d^ouverte de 
leur collegue latin; ils n’en ont rien tir4 pour eux apparemment, s’ils en 
ont ^t6 avertis. Piir tendance cependant ils auraient du incliner de ce 
c6t4, comprendre les ressources que pouvait leur offrir I’h^breu pour 
leur propre ex^gese et exploiter ces richesses au b6n6fice de celle-ci. Ils 
n’en ont rien fait, c’est 4 croire, et pas da vantage Th6odoret apres eux. 
P€ir pr6jug6 de leur cdt^, I’hypothese est nettement 4 envisager, autant 
probablement que par ignorance de la langue latine. Tristes consequences 
qu’ont eues pour I’exegese chretienne ces malheureuses disputes et ces 
incomprehensions stupides. N’en aurions-nous pas de nos jours eprouve 
encore certains centre-coups ? 
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resprit de son invention. II est vrai que dans le monde occiden¬ 
tal les choses ne sont pas allies beaucoup mieux au d4but. 
Peut-Stre les Latins n’ont-ils alors b4n6fici4 de cette innovation 
que par accident en quelque manifere, en tant que la version de 
saint J6r6me sur Th^breu est finalement pass^e dans T usage chez 
nous avec la Vulgate, pour les livres de cette version qui y sont 
contenus^. C’est quelque chose. Le sens de Th^breu en est 
une autre, et le souci de Vhebraica veritas, Les Occidentaux 
ont-ils eu ce sens et ce souci ? Bien peu, si je ne m’abuse, avant 
la Renaissance, encore qu’il se soit trouvd durant la p4riode 
m^di^vale quelques savants qu’a mus la preoccupation de 
I’hebreu. La masse n’a gufere suivi, c’est peu douteux. 


Je me suis contents d’esquisser cette histoire k grands traits; 
elle est assez connue ou peut Tdtre facilement. II en r^sulte 
que r etude de la Bible hebraique, si captivante qu’elle puisse 
etre en soi pour un modeme, prepare peu ce dernier k bien 
entendre les Pferes grecs et latins^ et k penetrer leur theologie®. 
Ce n’est point, en eflFet, de cette Bible qu’ils ont entendu lecture 
dans les synaxes durant la periode, sinon par endroit en Orient, 
puis k partir de telle ou telle date dans telle ou telle communaut^ 
du monde latin, si tant est que certaines communaut^s s’y 
soient port^es beaucoup avant le haut moyen age. Partout 


^ L’histoire n'est pas encore 4crite comme il serait desirable, de la 
constitution de cette Strange collection, pas plus que de son admission 
par Rome (cf. ci-dessus) et peu* les diverses communaut^s du monde 
latin. Quand on 6crira cette histoire, si jamais on y arrive, elle appcLraitra 
8€m8 doute extremement touffue. Elle a du s*^tendre sur nombre de 
siecles. Du moins est-il certain des aujourd*hui que la collection, en tant 
que collection, est composite. Tout n’y est paa de saint J6r6me, il s’en 
faut ; et ce qui est de saint J^rCme, n’est pas toujours ce qu’il eut sou- 
hait^. 

* Je vise ici et dans la suite les Peres grecs et latins, et eux seulement 
en principe, afin de r^server la situation des Syriens, Arm^niens, Coptes 
etc., dont la position par rapport k I’h^breu n’a pas encore 6t6 suffisam- 
ment pr^cis^e pour qu’on put traiter d’eux de conserve avec les autres. 

* Je dis bien leur th^ologie; je ne veux point parler de celle du N. T., 
laquelle est en d^pendance si 6troite vis-&-vis de celle de la Bible hebraique 
et de celle des Septante, suivant une proportion d’ailleurs qu’il y aurait 
lieu de chercher k determiner. 
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ailleurs les Septante ont 6t6 rois, autrement dit, dans la majoritd 
des cas. Ce sent done les Septante qu’en rfegle g4n4rale devra 
avoir sous la main celui qui aborde la patristique gr6co-latine. 
A peine Th^breu constituera-t-il pour lui un auxiliaire dont il 
aura lieu de tenir compte dans quelques cas. La th4ologie au 
temps des P^res ne s’est pas construite dans le monde romain 
k partir de Th^breu; en ordre principal elle a pris fondement sur 
les Septante et sur des versions d^riv^es des Septante. 

Les consequences d’un tel etat de choses me paraissent nom- 
breuses et considerables. Mon but est precisement d’en signaler 
un certain nombre; ce que je vais faire maintenant. Je le ferai 
avant tout sous forme de questions; et ces questions, je les 
adresserai particulierement aux biblistes, car on ne saurait, 
je crois, y repondre sans leur intervention. 

Et d’abord ne nous faudrait-il pas 1- des Septante des editions 
aussi poussees, aussi completes, que celles qu’on peut desirer 
duN.T.en grec? J’entends bien qu*4 cote des editions manuelles 
de Swete et de Bahlfs, nous disposons des maintenant de celles, 
qui sont beaucoup plus etoflfees en donnees manuscrites, du 
mSme Rahlfs et de Ziegler pour la Societe des Sciences de Got¬ 
tingen, de Brooke, Me Lean et Thackeray k Cambridge. Mais 
est-ce que dans ces demiers volumes eux-memes nous avons 
tout ce que nous souhaiterions aujourd’hui? Est-ce que 1* in¬ 
fluence des grands onciaux ne s’y montre point pr^ominante 
plus d’une fois? Or cette influence, on peut Tenvisager pour 
TA. T. comme pour le N., risque d’etre celle de recensions, les- 
quelles recensions ont eu leur importance dans la suite, peut- 
dtre en certains cas ime trfes grande influence^; malgr6 quoi ces 
t^moins nous feront difficilement connaitre par eux-memes ce 
qui k nos yeux serait capital, I’^tat des Septante au d6but du 
IVfeme siecle et avant. Voil4, en effet, ce que patrologues et 

^ Par la diffusion qu’elles ont connue dans le monde byzantin. N’y 
aurait-il point lieu toutefois de rechercher et pr^ciser I’^tendue de cette 
diffusion, au lieu de supposer 4 priori qu’elle a ^t4 considerable et dee 
le I Verne siecle? Les constatations qu’a enregistr^es M. J.-M. Leroux, 
et dont il a bien voulu nous entretenir 4 Oxford 4 la suite de la presente 
communication, me confirment dans la pens^e que le probleme aurait 
besoin d’etre pose d’une maniere pertinente. 
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th^ologiens voudraient atteindre avant tout, la situation des 
Septante au temps de Notre-Seigneur et dans les decades qui 
ont imm^diatement suivi^, car cette situation commands 
1’interpretation qui a donnee de la Bible dans TEglise primi¬ 

tive, et partant la theologie chretienne k ses debuts. Or il se 
trouve d’une part que ladite situation, comme je vais preciser, 
apparait complexe, mais que d’autre part nous sommes mieux 
places qu’anterieiirement pour la saisir, telles etant les decou- 
vertes qui ont eu lieu de nos jours, et qui ne cessent point, de 
papyrus et de manuscrits des premiers sifecles*. Plus d’un, en 
efiFet, parmi ces nouveaux temoins datent de cette periods 
mSme que nous souhaiterions particulierement aborder. Ainsi 
commen 9 ons-nous k toucher du doigt les Septante du debut 
de rere chretienne. II s’agirait de les avoir vraiment en main 
dans touts la mesure du possible. 

2eme question que je poserai; elle est lies k la precedents: 
Ces Septante du debut de Tfere chretienne, comment vont-ils 
se reveler k nous ? Tels que nous les decouvrons dans les onciaux ? 
Certainement pas pour quelques livres, s’il est vrai que pour 
ceux-ci nous lisons dans les onciaux un texte derive de Theo- 
dotion ou de I’ecole d’Aquila, ainsi que la chose a ete envisages. 
Les Chretiens n’ont lu ni Aquila ni Theodotion au ler siede! 
n est mSme peu probable qu’ils les aient utilises da vantage dans 
leurs reunions liturgiques au Iieme, voire au Ilieme. Ils auraient 
done eu dans leur Bible certains textes qui ne figurent plus dans 

^ Du point de vue critique il serait desirable qu’on put remonter plus 
haut encore, jusqu'^ T^poque, si possible, de la traduction du grec sur 
rh^breu; on aurait de la sorte un tdmoin d'une autorit^ exceptionnelle 
quant k T^tat de cet h6breu k la date de reparation (compte 4tant tenu, 
il va sans dire, des incomprehensions du traducteur ou des modifications 
qu’il aurait introduites dans le texte, le cas echeant). Cet aspect du 
probleme est fort interessant, et meme de particulidre importance pour 
le bibliste. Sans le meconnaitre le moins du monde, je le laisse ici de 
cdte, comme dans la suite de cet expose, pour insister sur des perspec¬ 
tives qui sont plus specialement celles des patrologues et qu’il convien- 
drait, me semble-t-il, de ne pas negliger elles non plus. 

* On en trouvera un recensement sommaire dans Touvrage fort utile, 
mais qui redamerait dej4 une seHeuse mise k jour sur ce point, de Mgr. 
R. Devreesse, Introduction k retude des Manuscrits grecs, Paris, 1954, 
pp. 127—128. 
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nos Editions actuelles. Mais peut-etre les rep4rerait-on ici ou 14 
dans des t4moins anciens. N’a-t-on pas justement d^couvert de 
cette fa 9 on 4 travers des manuscrits de la Mer Morte des le 9 ons 
de livres proph4tiques qu’on avail cnies invent4es par saint 
Justin^? Justin d^pendrait done ici d’un texte grec qui a 
vraiment exists et circuit. Du reste ne connaissions>nous pas 
d6j4 des livres de cet A. T. grec qui nous arrivent en diff^rentes 
recensions ou plutot traductions^? Tel manuscrit nous oflfre 
celle-ci; tel autre celle-14. Chez les premiers chr^tiens n’en aUait-il 
pas de mfime? Et peut-etre pareillement chez les Juifs avant eux. 
A moins que de leur propre chef les chr^tiens ne se soient livres 4 
un travail de traduction ou de revision sur les textes existants. 
Situation complexe, disais-je. A Texamen, cette situation se 
r4vfele singuliferement complexe. Peut-on dire que nos Editions 
modemes des Septante en donnent une id6e trfes nette et ties 
en vedette? Je le demande aux experts, et comment, par exemple, 
on serait dfes aujourd’hui en mesure de comparer, dans un texte 
facilement abordable, les diverses traductions en parall^le que 
nous connaissons d’un m^me livre de I’A. T. selon les Septante^. 
Sans compter que du point de vue chr^tien la ou les recensions 
d’Origdne sont venues compliquer encore les choses^, quand 

^ Cf. D. Barth^lemy, Red^couverto d’un chainon manquant de 
THistoire de la Septante, dans Revue Biblique, 60, 1963, pp. 18—29. 

* D’apres les indications foumies par le P. Coste, op. cit., la chose 
serait des maintenant acquise p)our Josu6, les Juges, Judith et Tobie. 

* Des qu’il y a traductions difT^rentes pour un meme livre, le patro- 
logue, e’est clair, souhaiterait d’avoir tous les textes rassembl^ ensemble, 
et concurremment, si possible, de telle sorte qu’une comparaison soit 
ais6e 4 instituer entre elles et que la comparaison soit fructueuse. J’en- 
tends bien que cela risque de compliquer le travail dee ^iteurs et qu’im 
point de vue d’^onomie peut les inciter 4 pr<^nter la situation 4 moin- 
dres frais. II ne faudrait cej>endant pas que cette presentation fut teUe 
qu’elle ne permit plus que difficilement de se rendre compte de la com- 
plexite de la situation. Le patrologue en tout cas d^sirerait que Icuiite 
complexite sautat aux yeux en quelque sorte, tant il serait facheux 
qu’il en fut ignorant ou qu’il la meconnut. 

* II n’est pas certain du tout qu’Origene ait tenu 4 donner une recen¬ 
sion personnelle et comme une edition des Septante, du moins dans les 
Hexaples. Toutefois le travail scientifique auquel il s’est livre dans 
ceux-ci pour comparer grec et hebreu, a eu ce resultat incontestable 
qu’on a ensuite copie (plus ou moins exactement) la colonne qu’il avait 
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meme notre bibliste ne Taurait point express^ment cherche. 
La Septante, dit-on volontiers en fran 9 ais pour parler de ce 
magma singulier qu’est notre A. T. grec^, Le pluriel serait 
meilleur en un sens, si Ton voulait donner k cette expression: 
Les Septante, une signification autre que les Anciens^, et si 
on la rattachait k cette id6e pr6cis4ment que cette curieuse 
compilation, variable suivant les cas, est le fait, comme c’est 
siir, de quantity de personnages de date, de provenance, de 
formation assez difiF(6rentes, personnages, qui plus est, dont 
chacun pouvait avoir ses vues personnelles en traduisant comme 
il a fait ou en adaptant. 

Qu’est-ce, en effet, et 3-que les Septante, une traduction ou 
une adaptation? Avant de trancher de fa 9 on definitive, il fau- 
drait avoir k sa disposition tous les elements que foumirait 
I’enquete que je viens de sugg^rer. Malgre tout, nous connaissons, 
semble-t-il, assez de choses pour avoir ici une impression fondle, 

consacree aux Septante. Un ou plusieura textes en sont issus (ou de 
travaux paralleles d’Origene), qui sont venus accroitre encore la confusion 
dans le monde chr6tien. A cela s’ajoute que le texte des autres versions 
inserees par Origene k c6t6 des Septante dans les Hexaples a pu exercer 
lie son c6t6 un attrait analogue; ce qui contribuerait 4 expliquer que 
tolles de ces versions k leur tour se sont substitutes parfois dans les 
manuscrits anciens aux vtritables Septante ou les ont contamints. 
L’on voit ainsi combien nos Septante, j’entends les Septante du monde 
chrttien au IVeme siecle et apres, risquent d’etre loin, non seulement 
des Septante k I’ttat originel, si Ton peut dire, mais de la collection 
elle-meme telle qu’elle se prtsentait au dtbut de I’ere chrttienne. Or 
celle-ci n’ttait certainement pcLS homogene k cette date, ni la meme dans 
toutes les communautts juives sans exception. 

^ D s’agit, on le voit, d’une compilation, oh vraiment toute sorte de 
choses sont entries avec le temps, ainsi qu’il devait arriverpour la Vulgate 
plus t€ird. Mais pour ce qui est des Septante, tels qu’ils ont lus couram- 
ment en milieu chr^tien aux IVeme et Verne siecles, la situation apparait 
pire k cet ^gard que dans notre Vulgate. Les precisions que vient de me 
donner M. Leroux sur la Bible de saint Jean Chrysostome pour I’A. T., 
vont dans ce sens. 

* Se fondant sur des donnees l^gendaires, les Anciens croyaient 
volontiers qu’il y avait eu nombre de traducteurs pour realiser la Bible 
grecque des Juifs, mais que le texte produit etait uniforme malgre tout, 
Les differences sont au contraire fissez accusees, et parfois tres accus^es, 
entre les traductions lanc^es dans le public des divers livres de cette 
Bible, et ces differences sont allies parfois s’accentuant, au fur et k 
mesure que la collection a circuit k travers le monde grec. 
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et c’ est que la r^ponse & la question pos^ risque de varier suivant 
leslivres de notre A. T, grec^. U est de ces livres pour lesquels le 
traducteur a v4ritablement essay6 de rendre le texte qu’il avait 
devant les yeux. II s’y est employ^ avec plus ou moins de science, 
plus ou moins d’art; c’est tout de meme ce qu’il envisageait. 
Dans d’autres circonstances 1’adaptation parait manifesto au 
contraire. Adaptation plutot que traduction proprement dite. 
Cette adaptation pent memo aller fort loin, jusqu’& des remanie- 
ments importants, jusqu’& 1’introduction de passages entiers 
qu’ignore notre Bible h4braique. Y aurait-il eu ici m6me original 
h6breu, un original different, en ce cas, de celui que nous lisons 
de nos jours dans la Bible massor^tique, ce serait k voir. Le 
caract^re composite de la collection n’en serait pas diminu6 pour 
autant. Encore est-il que nous n’atteignons aujourd’hui qu’ime 
partie sans doute de ce qui a sous ce rapport^. 

Au demeurant, cet ensemble disparate a 4-pass6 en bloc 
pour I’Ecriture. II a 4t^ lu 4 ce titre dans les synagogues de la 
Diaspora; il I’a k ce meme titre durant des si^cles et des 
si^cles dans les communaut^s chr^tiennes; il Test encore msdn- 
tenant en Orient®, voire k la messe papale* dans le rit remain. 
Au principe, les Septante ont mSme 6t6 pour les chr^tiens, 

^ Get 6tat de choses ne peut gudre s'expliquer que par ce teut qu*ici 
comme pour la Vulgate la collection constitue un amalgame qui r^sulte 
d'accidents divers, cet amalgame aycuit finalement agr44 tel quel 
par les communaut^s int^ress^es. On verrait assez mal que Tun et Tautre 
recueil precedent d’un dessein arret4 au depart et bien d6fini. 

* Bien qu’ii completer, raper 9 u historique qui se d6gage dee pp. 101 
144 de Touvrage pr6cit6 de Mgr. Devreesse, est par lui-meme suggestif, 
si Strange est la situation qu’il r^vele. 

• Il ne saurait etre question, on le pense bien, d’enlever aux Orientaux 
ce texte pour eux traditionnel, et pour TEglise entiere, k dire le vrai; 
ni non plus question de leur expliquer qu’en s’y r6f6r€uit, ils ne se r^f6re- 
raient p€U3 k I’Ecriture. Les Septcmte sont, restent et resteront pour eux 
la Fgaqn/jf comme ils I’ont pour nos Peres dans la foi. Ils le m^tent 
du reste entierement, k raison de cet usage constant et primitif, la chose 
ne saurait etre contest^e du point de vue chr^tien, quoi qu’cut pu penser 
personnellement saint J6rdme k la suite de sa d^couverte del’hebraica 
veritas. 

^ Sur cette proclamation bilingue des lectures liturgiques k la messe 
papale et sur son origine voir A. Chavasse dans Ephemerides liturgicae, 
69, 1955, pp. 209 et 226. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Requete au sujet de Septante 


319 


conjointement avec Th^breu, la rgaqnj par excellence, avant 
que le N. T, f&t k Bon tour promu k cette dignity. Ecriture 
inspir4e done ? Tout de suite la question se pose. Pour nos Anciens 
elle ne se posait gu^re, parce que tranch^e d’avance. Comment 
eussent-ils imaging que ces livres n’^taient point inspires, 
puisque lus comme FQaqrq tout de mSme que Th^breu? Saint 
J6r6me devait passer par Ik dans la suite. Du fait de ses vues 
sur rAe6raica veritas^ vues dans lesquelles les Latins ont fini par 
entrer, et les savants de leur c6t6 de la Renaissance, volontiers 
ce concept apparaitrait pdiim^^ de nos jours, de 1’inspiration 
des Septante. Faudrait-il, aprfes discussion par des gens comp4- 
tents, r^carter d4finitivement, lors mSme que le concept a connu 
grand credit en patristique, un point restera toujours acquis, 
celui que je signalais k T instant, et qui est incontestable, savoir 
r utilisation k peu pr^ g4n4rale qui a faite de ce texte durant 
les premiers si^cles au titre de Fgafpij, 

Mesurons bien la port4e d’une semblable constatation. Elle 
d^passe 4videmment le plan de la simple histoire, car une pre¬ 
miere consequence du fait est que Tex^gese antique, k tr^s 
peu d’exceptions prfes^, a ete chez les Grecs et les Latins fonction 
des Septante et qu’elle ne pent gu^re s’expliquer que par eux. 
Or Tex^gese, e’est presque toute la predication chez les Anciens; 
e’est, sous la forme de I’homeiie notamment, le principal de 
la production litteraire durant les premiers sidcles^. Deuxifeme 

^ La grande exception est saint J^rdme demiere maniere, c'est-4-dire 
apres sa d^couverte; encore est-il que durant cette periode finale il 
se r^fere sou vent aux Septcuite pour les commenter; il lui arrive meme 
alors de s*en occuper en ex6gese plus qu’il ne fait de Th^breu. En dehors 
de lui il y a certains Latins qui dependent de ses traductions ou les utili- 
sent. D conviendrait de pr^ciser dans quelle proportion ils le font et 
quel a leur nombre. Chez les Grecs, je Tai dit, le souci veritable de 
l*li^breu a moindre, et il ne se manifeste s4rieusement que chez quel- 
ques isol6a. 

* Nous ne poss^dons plus, pour les debuts de la patristique, que peu 
de pieces de cette immense production, meme pour Origene (relative- 
ment, s’entend, pour ce dernier, et avec cette circonstance aggravante 
pour lui que rarement les pieces arrivent dans leur ^tat natif). R^istons 
toutefois k la tentation de voir dans Thomil^tique ancienne un secteur qui 
aurait 6t6 peu garni. Il Ta 6t4 au contraire autant que la cat^chese, 
celle-ci ayant sombr4 davcuitage encore que I’homil^tique. Il reste que poiu* 
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consequence immediate de ce meme fait, consequence que nous 
retrouverons encore plus loin: 1’argumentation theologique chez 
les Peres grecs et latins s’est etablie k son tour sur le texte des 
Septante. Elle s’est comme accrochee k lui, Tres vite, en eflFet, 
des les origines, les theologiens ont fait valoir TA. T. dans leurs 
exposes ou discussions. C’est meme Tun des arguments majeurs 
qu’ils ont regulierement exploites. Naturellement ils Font pour 
la plupart exploite en recourant aux Septante principalement 
sinon uniquement, puisque de Fgaipi] pour T A. T. ils ne connais- 
saient guere d’autre. C’est dire k quel point cette Ecriture 
etait pour eux la FQaqjrj, 

A raison de cette situation, le patrologue ne desirerait pas 
seulement avoir sous la main, comme nous voyions plus haut, 
le texte de cette Fqaqnff au complet, dans toute la complexite qui 
a pu etre la sienne et que nous avons envisagee; il se demandera 
en outre: Est-il possible de fixer pour chaque texte utilise son 
rayon d’action particulier, dans quelles communaut^ il a 6t^ 
employ^? Une r^ponse k cette question I’aiderait puissamment 
dans ses investigations et interpretations. Si I’inventcdre detailie 
que je preconisais ci-dessus, pouvait Stre de quelque utility 
pour la r^ponse, ce serait tout benefice. Get inventaire, en tout 
cas, permetra peut-etre de r^pondre un peu mieux aox autres 
questions que voici, lesquelles se posent d’elles-memes k la 
suite: Quels ouvrages exactement ont 6t6 lus dans chaque 
communaute sous le nom de Septante? Peut-on pour beaucoup 
de communautes dresser la liste de ces ouvrages, et quelle serait 
cette liste dans chaque cas k considferer ? La liste est-elle demeuree 
toujours la meme dans une communaut6 donn^e? A-t-elle 
vari4 au contraire suivant les siecles, comme variable est peut- 

ce fait, un fait que nous aurions tendance k oublier aujourd’hui, la 
th^ologie des Peres grecs et latins a et4 essentiellement biblique et 
ex^g6tique dans I’ensemblo; je veux dire qu’elle avait poiu* base I’Ecri- 
ture, done les Septante. Meme aux IVeme et Verne siecles, cette theo- 
logie est demeur^ avant tout de ce type pour plus d’un Pere. Nous le 
constaterions non seulement dans le cas d’un saint Jean Chrysostome, 
hom^liste par function, mais dans celui de saint Cyrille d’Alexandrie 
en personno. De ce dernier il nous arrive une masse beaucoup plus im- 
posante de commentaires que nous n’avons de lui d’ouvrages proprement 
theologiques ou pol^miques. Le fait ost caract^ristique et bien r^velateur. 
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etre la liste, de communautd k communaut^ ? Cette liste com- 
portait-elle partout T ensemble des ouvrages tenus par nous 
comme canoniques aujourd’hui, qu’il s’agisse des deut^rocano- 
niques, comme nous disons en style romain, ou des protocano- 
niques? Ne contenait-elle point, dans certains cas tout au 
moins, d’autres ouvrages que nous rangerions nettement dans 
la cat6gorie des Apocryphes^? Tout cela r^clamerait d’etre 
pr4cis4, et beaucoup mieux dans le fait que nous n’avons r4alis4 
jusqu’& present Que si du meme coup le probl^me du Canon 

' Plusieurs de ces demiers Merits sent encore inclus dans nos Editions 
modemes des Septante, sous le nom d*Esdras I, Macch. Ill et IV etc. 
La condition de chacun d’eux serait k pr^ciser, en tenant compte et 
des diff^rentsmanuscrits bibliques qui les contiennent, et de Tusage qu’en 
ont fait les Peres. Ceux-ci les tencuent-ils pour Ecriture ou non? Y aurait- 
il k leur sujet divergence de cr^ance suivant les regions, et dans quelle 
mesure? La r^ponse k ces questions serait importante pour Thistoire 
de la th^ologie, quand meme nous ne tenons plus aujourd*hui lesdits 
ouvrages en meme estime que les Anciens. 

* C^est BUT ce terrain que la collaboration entre biblistes et patrologues 
poiirrait etre la plus f^conde. Cette collaboration est ^minemment sou- 
haitable d’un bout k Tautre pour r^pondre aux questions que je pose; 
dans Tespece elle se r^v^le indispensable, comme le montrerait le cas 
de saint Jean Chrysostome tel que nous Ta pr4sent6 M. Leroux. Biblistes 
et patrologues se rappelleront toutefois que les Editions dont nous dis- 
posons actuellement pour les Peres, sont plus d*une fois mauvaises, et 
tres sp^ialement pour ce qui regekrde les textes scripturaires inclus. 
Souvent, en effet, il n’y a pas correspondance exacte entre le texte 
scripturaire que tel Pere est cens4 utiliser et commenter, et celui qu*en 
r^lit6 il commente et utilise. Les copistes ou ^diteurs ont substitu6 un 
texte de leur choix k celui qui conviendrait, g6n4ralement le texte qu’eux- 
memes connaissaient le mieux. D’oti des difficult^s, parfois inextricables, 
pour reconstituer exactement la Bible de certains P^res. Il faut dans 
chaque verset verifier que le mot k mot qu’on est tent^ d’all6guer sous 
leur nom, correspond bien k ce qu’ils lisaient et n’est point un texte de 
femtaisie. Seuls des sp6cialistes avertis peuvent en venir k bout, et 
apr^ des enquetes qui peuvent durer des ann^es. C’est le caa pour 
Chrysostome par exemple, un cas pculiculierement d^licat, tant nos 
Editions sont peu sures pour ce Pere, alors qu’on invoque pourtant si 
volontiers son t4moignage. Il faut avoir beaucoup de reconnaissance 
k regard de ceux qui veulent bien se lancer dans un peureil maquis. — 
La patrologue aurait ^galement de la reconnaissance, soit dit en passant, 
k regard dee biblistes qui, non contents de d^pouiller les nmnuscrits 
des Septante pour y noter les variantes, voudraient bien enregistrer 
d’autre part la contexture de chacun de ces manuscrits. Cela p>ermettrait 
non seulement de determiner quels livres dans chaque cas etaient lus 
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scripturaire de T A. T. se trouvait pos6 avec une force nouvelle, 
il ne faudrait pas nous en 4tonner. 

Pourquoi, de fait, en grec un recueil different de celui de The- 
breu ? Different quant au nombre de Kvres rassembl^ de part et 
d’autre, different par le contenu de certains d’entre eux. D’oii 
cette divergence peut-elle proc4der, puisque parmi les ouvrages 
agr46s dans le recueil grec quelques-uns ont circuit en h^breu, 
nous en avons la preuve? Or ils n’ont point pour autant forc^ 
les portes du recueil h^braique. Serait-ce Taction particulifere 
de certaines communaut4s qui expliquerait la chose? Double 
Canon done. Mais, si les manuscrits qui nous arrivent des Sep- 
tante, ne comportent pas tous le meme nombre de livres ni la 
mdme teneur pour chacun, ne faudrait-il point envisager une 
situation plus compliqu^e encore, et que diverses communaut^ 
auraient eu tendance k trancher le probleme de fa 9 on difiKrente, 
k se constituer, autrement dit, un recueil personnel d’ouvrages k 
lire comme Ecriture ? Si oui, quelles communaut^s auraient 
fait cela pour les Septante? Les communaut4s juives de la 
Diaspora et uniquement elles, ou bien certaines chr^tient^s k 


sous le nom de Septante, mais de fixer rordonnemee de ces livres. Cette 
ordonnance 6tait-elle immnable, ou bien a-t-elle V£wi6 de commimaut^ juive 
k comm\maut6 juive, d’^glise chr^tienne k 6glise chr^tienne? Avait-on 
notamment des proc6d4s diff^rents pour classer les ouvrages en Egypte 
et en Syrie? Sur tous ces points nous sommes assez peu avanc<^s, me 
semble-t-il. Or ils ont leur importance, du moins en patristique. Ainsi 
voit-on les commentaires de saint Cyrille d*Alexandria sur les pro- 
phetes pr^sent^s dcuis Migne suivant Tordre qu’on trouve dans la Vul¬ 
gate. Erreur manifeste. Nous constatons qu’Os^e figurait certainement 
en tete de rorigintd du commentaire chez Cyrille; mais comment 6taient 
arranges k la suite les autres petits prophetes et comment intervenait 
Isaie, nous ne saurions le pr^ciser avec eissureuice et dans le detail d^ 
aujourd’hui, pour ce double motif qu’on ignore d’une peurt ce qu’il en 
6tait exactement en Egypte k cette date, et d’autre part qu’on ne peut 
se fier k I’ordonnance de nos mcuiuscrits de Cyrille, car ici meme lea 
copistes ont pu proc^der dans leurs copies avec la d^involture qu’on 
voit chez certains 6diteurs depuis I’origine de I’imprimerie. Du coup 
nous sommes arret^s, et par le fait meme, devant im probleme de chrono - 
logie chez Cyrille: comment se sent 8ucc6d4s ses divers commentairea 
sur les prophetes. Peut-etre I’aide d’un bibliste arrivercut-elle k lever 
cette incertitude. Nouvel exemple de ce que pourrait donner une etroit-o 
collaboration. 
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leur tour, qui auraient hdritd des premieres et usd elles-mdmes de 
quelque inddpendance dans le choix des dcrits k lire au service 
divin? 

Certes je n’entends pas que toutes ces questions devraient se 
poser telles quelles, une fois reconnu de faQon aussi complfete que 
possible I’dtat des choses relativement k cette utilisation des 
Septante comme Ecriture par les Pdres. L’enqudte k laquelle 
on se livrerait, permettrait de ddcider si des probldmes de cette 
espdce ont k se poser, et comment, le cas dchdant, il faudrait les 
poser de manidre exacte. J’indique seulement ici quelques 
dventualitds qui seraient k envisager. Je voudrais montrer par 
\k r amplitude de cette enquete que je crois ndcessaire. 

Si r enquete dtait mende jusqu’4 son dernier terme, elle 
permettrait, je pense, de rdpondre sur un 6dme point: Quel est 
le langage des Septante, et quelle leur thdologie? Voyons cela 
pour terminer; c’est particulidrement important. 

Les mots qu’utilisent les Septante, leurs formules et tour- 
nures usuelles, ils dtaient familiers k ces hommes qui ont nom 
Cldment, Ignace, Polycarpe, Pothin, Irdnde et les autres. Tant 
de fois ces mots et ces phrases avaient dtd rdpdtds devant eux, 
puis repris par eux-memes dans la lecture publique ou la prddi- 
cation. Us restaient gravds dans leur mdmoire; ils lem revenaient 
k tout bout de champ, mieux que s’ils avaient dtd inscrits de¬ 
vant leurs yeux. Vdritable rQaq)ri ^ ^ titre-14 aussi, parce que 
grand Livre dans lequel eux-memes avaient dtd dduquds et 
dont ils se servaient pour dduquer les autres k leur tour. Comment 
les comprendre, ces hommes, nos ancetres, sans dtre passds 
par oil ils sont passds, sans s’etre en consdquence pdndtrds non 
seulement du N. T. en grec, mais aussi bien des Septante? H 
faudrait done que de notre cotd nous soyons familiaiisds avec 
ces demiers. Je dis bien familiaiisds, puisqu’ils 1’dtaient quant & 
eux. Familiarisds par quels proeddds? Les mdmes que ceux qui 
ont servi k ces ancetres ? La chose est difficile; nous ne sommes 
plus dans les memes conditions qu’eux; on revient avec peine 
en arrifere. Par des proedddes plus scientifiques et modemes, 
qui nous mettraient en contact avec le vocabulaire des Septante, 
leur morphologie, leur syntaxe? Ne serait-ce point k envisager? 
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Mais oil trouver tout cela dfes aujourd’hui? U ne manque certes 
pas d’amorces dans ce sens. Nous sommes n4anmoins assez 
loin de I’id^al, je le croirais, meme pour le vocabulaire. 

Pour ce dernier, c’est vrai, nous disposons de Hatch et Bedpath, 
concordance pr^cieuse. A mon sens, cet instrument de tra¬ 
vail devrait etre au service du patrologue aussi bien que du 
bibliste, ouvrage de consultation permanente pour tous lea 
deux, vu que le premier a comme le second I’obligation de se 
r6f4rer sans arrfit aux Septante. Malheureusement nous ne 
trouverons pas dans Hatch tout ce que nous souhaiterions, 
nous surtout, patrologues, une 6tude raisonn^e notamment du 
sens des mots telle qu’on voit dans certains articles du Kittel. 
C’est de travaux analogues k ceux qu’ofifre le Kittel qu’on 
rSve, k condition que ces travaux soient conduits de mani^re 
syst^matique. Les travaux devraient s’^tendre, en eflFet, k tout 
le vocabulaire des Septante, y compris les 614ments que les 
auteurs de la concordance de Hatch n’ont pas Indus dans leurs 
perspectives ou qu’ils n’avaient pas encore k leur disposition; 
ainsi ces recensions qu’on connait maintenant de certains 
livres, lesquelles ont dA fetre lues en grec sous le nom de Septante 
dans quelque communaut^s. H ne s’agit pas, en effet, de faire 
id un choix k nous dans tout cela, d’aprfes des vues qui seraient 
critiques; il s’agit de prendre et d’inclure tout ce qu’ont connu 
et utilise les Anciens au titre des Septante. Si nous disposions 
d’un tel materiel au complet, si ce materiel 6tait pr^sentd de 
fa 9 on m^thodique, quel auxiliaire de premier ordre n’aurions- 
nous pas dans nos recherches en patristique! 

Je songerais d’autre part k un auxiliaire du meme ordre 
quant k la th^ologie des Septante. Car une th^ologie de I’A. T., 
c’est bien pour lesdites recherches; c’est meme n4cessaire. Mais, 
si par th4ologie de I’A. T. on entend th^ologie sur I’h^breu, 
on risquera fort d’etre en bien des cas k c6t6 de la question. 
Les Pferes grecs et latins, r^p^tons-le encore une fois, ont tra- 
vaill6 en g4n6ral et pri6 non sur I’h^breu mais sur les Septante, 
done k partir de donn4es th^ologiques qui leur arrivaient par 
ce recueil, et, de ce fait, sous une forme particulifere. Je dis 
bien: sous une forme particulifere, car 
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a) ils trouvaient dans les Septante toute une s6rie d’ouvrages 
qu’on ne lit point dans la Bible h^braique, dont quelques-uns, 
la Sagesse par exemple, o'nt apport4 des concepts nouveaux 
et de grande importance; 

b) ils lisaient dans les Septante certains livres en un ^tat 
assez difiKrent de Fh^breu, notamment les Proverbes et Daniel; 

c) 14 oil il y a concordance entre h4breu et grec, le second 
constitue souvent une interpretation du premier; or Tinter- 
pretation va loin parfois, mfime lorsqu’il y a essai et volonte 
de traduction proprement dite. Sorte de „relecture“ daiM ces 
cas-l&, pour utiliser un terme qu’emploie volontiers M. Albert 
Gelin. 

Sur ce dernier point il y aurait tout un travail 4 entreprendre, 
trfes instructif, pour rechercher jusqu’oii va I’interpretation 
dans les parties communes entre grec et hebreu — Entreprise 
sans grand objet, pourraient penser d’aucuns. — Nullement, 
k en juger d’apr^s ce qui s’est passe dans I’antiquite. Rappelons- 
nous 14 encore certains faits. Pourquoi les Juifs, apr^s avoir 
utilise en toute independance les Septante, qui etaient leurs, 
apr^s les avoir pr6nes, les ont-ils ensuite abandonnes pour se 
jeter du c6te de Thebreu et publier version sur version au cours 
du Iieme siede, sinon avant dej4, en vue de rapprocher de cet 
h6breu le grec qu’ils liraient desormais? Us sentaient trop que 
les Septante favorisaient la partie adverse, et ils voulaient 
enlever 4 celle-ci un tel benefice. Et pourquoi de leur c6te les 
Chretiens devant cette offensive ont-ils resiste, mfime Origfene 
en face de Jules Africain, gardant jalousement leur Bible 
traditionnelle? Sans doute y avait-il 4 leurs yeux ce fait que 
ladite Bible etait chez eux traditionnelle justement; ils arguent 
precisement de Tusage qu’en auraient fait les Apdtres et les 
premiers propagateurs del’Evangile. Mais ils sentent en outre, 
et non moins que leurs adversaires, ce que leur apportent les 
Septante. Ils ne tiennent aucunement 4 s’en priver. Ne serait-ce 
point aveu implicite, foumi et par les chr^tiens et par les Juifs 

‘ On trouverait des jalons 4 propos de raneivdg dans la these cit4e 
du P. Coste. Voir ^galement du meme dans son cirticle Le Texte grec 
d’Isaie XXV, 1—6, Revue Biblique, 61, 1954, les pp. 60—66. 


Digitized by 


Google 



326 


G. JOUASSABD 


4 la fois, qu’entre th4ologie des Septante et th^ologie de la 
Bible h6braique il y a une marge? Ne serait-il pas indiqu6 
en consequence que, aujourd’hui, oil nous sommes 4 meme 
d’appreder plus facilement et plus exactement ces choses, nous 
recherchions ce qu’est cette marge, et si les Septante n’ont pas 
constitue comme une avanc^e de FA. T. dans le sens de FEvan- 
gile et une preparation de cet Evangile? II nous faudrait done 
une theologie des Septante. 

Or cette theologie serait peut-Stre assez loin de ce que nous 
trouvons de nos jours sous le nom de theologie de FA. T., car 
quelque chose d’assez special probablement et de distinct en 
plus d’un point d’une theologie qu’on realiserait soit en travail- 
lant uniquement sur Fhebreu soit en meiangeant les donnees 
de Fhebreu et des Septante. N’est-ce point de fait un melange 
de cette demiere sorte que les auteurs modemes nous font lire 
habituellement comme theologie de FA. T.? Ils empruntent 
partie 4 Fhebreu, pour les livres que nous lisons aujoiird’hui 
dans la Bible massoretique, partie aux Septante, pour oeux 
des livres que nous ne lisons plus autrement dans nos Bibles. 
Ainsi y a-t-il theologie „mixte“, si je puis dire, comme il en 
va du reste couramment de nos jours pour les traductions de 
FA. T. en langues vulgaires; sans avertir toujours le lecteur, 
sans m^me Favertir generalement, on lui oflfre une serie d’ouvrages, 
qu’on prend les uns en hebreu, les autres en grec, comme si 
Fensemble etait d’une seule venue 

^ Le r^sultat est que nos Bibles en langues vulgaires, quand elles 
se pr^sentent sous cette forme mixte, ne correspondent en rien 4 ce que 
les Anciens ont lu comme A. T. quant 4 eux. Il faut excepter toutefois 
les Syriens de langue syriaque, 4 partir du moment oti leur Peshitta a 
6t6 suppl^ment^e 4 Taide de deut^rocanoniques tir^s des Septante; 
Bible Strange, ils Tont compris eux-memes et sent pass^ ensuite 4 une 
autre forme. Qu’eut dit saint J6r6me devant semblable mixture? H 
vaut peut-etre mieux ne pas trop se le demander. Que les modemes en 
tout cas ne s'imaginent point qu’avec des Bibles de ce type, s’ils n’ont 
que celles-14, ils peuvent lire et comprendre les Peres; e’est impossible. 
Les renverra-t-on pour qu’ils s’en tirent, 4 une traduction des Septante 
en langues vulgaires? On en trouverait 4 leur indiquer en angleus et en 
aUemand; en fran^ais, et des traductions modemes, sans doute p€W. Gela 
suffircut 4 manifester notre retard sur ce point-14, retard sinon curieuse 
incomprehension. 
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J’en ai fini. Pour constater que c’est un monde que je reclame 
aux biblifites d’explorer. De fait, c’est bien cela, je le recoimais, 
puisque justement le milieu par excellence dans lequel le chri- 
stianisme a eu & se d^velopper^. Mais veut-on le connaitre, ce 
milieu, dans Tim k tout le moins de ses 616ments essentiels? Si 
oui, il y aurait, k mon humble avis, n^cessitd d’aborder k ce 
plan des Septante que je viens de dire et comme je viens de 
dire, afin d’en explorer Take intdgralement. 

Mais peut-dtre en cela me fais-je illusion. Qu’on ait la bontd 
de le declarer dans ce cas et de le montrer; tout sera clos. Dans 
le cas contraire, que les experts jugent de fa 9 on plus exacte que 
moi du travail k accomplir, et qu’ils s’y mettent. Le plus t6t 
serait le mieux. 

^ Pour se faire quelque id^ de Tinfluence qu’a pu exercer ce milieu, 
qu’on songe, k litre d’exemple, et pour reprendre, en les transposant, 
certaines vues lanc^es relativement k la latinit^ chr^tienne par Mgr 
Schrijnen et Me**® Mohrmann, qu’on songe au parler chr^tien que nos 
ancetres ont eu I’obligation de se constituer dans le monde h^ll^nistique 
pour s’exprimer leur foi et pour s’entretenir entre eux. Ils I’amaient 
fait pour une bonne part, je viens de le sugg^rer, sous I’influence des 
Septante, et naturellement aussi, et plus encore k certains 6gards, sous 
I’influence du N. T. Mais ils ont du utiliser en outre, et n’ont pas pu ne 
pas le faire, le fond commun du parler en usage dans les communaut^s 
juives h^ll^nis^es, oti les Septcuite avaient pr^cis6ment agi et pr^pcur^ 
I’Evangile. Ainsi existait-il probablement dans ces communaut^ quan¬ 
tity de pri^res et formules qui s’^taient acr^dityes et dont le christianisme 
naissant a pu s’inspirer, ainsi que du langage qu’elles charriaient ou 
reprysentaient. Ce qui n’exclut yvidemment pas Taction de prieres et de 
formules que charriaient Thybreu de son c6ty, ainsi que le parler aramyen 
des communautys palestiniennes. II y aurait meme k envisager qu’une 
influence ryciproque aurait pu s’exercer k Tintyrieur du judalsme entre 
aramyen et hybreu d’une part, et grec de Tautre. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Problems of the Septuagint 

P. Kahle, Oxford 

(Appendix by A. Vaocari S. J., Roma) 

Paul de Lagarde, who devoted to problems of the Septuagint 
a great deal of his life-work, published two years before his 
death a statement on the condition of the manuscripts of the 
Septuagint in which he declared^: 

The various readings in the Christian manuscripts of the 
Septuagint have their special characteristics. Nine-tenths of 
them are not disfigurations of the original words, due to the 
carelessness and stupidity of copyists. They are intentioncd 
adaptations to a form of the Hebrew text which was closely 
connected with our Masoretic text. It is very likely that 
they originated from the later Greek translations of the Old 
Testament, which unfortunately are preserved to us in a 
firagmentary form only. 

Lagarde imderstands by these later translations the texts 
used by Origen in his Hexapla. He was convinced that the 
Christian manuscripts might enable us to find a text of the 
Septuagint which was used in the time of the Apostles, and 
he thought that quotations by Jewish Hellenistic authors 
like Philo and Josephus might help us to find a text which 
may have been used 50 years earlier. 

Lagarde speaks of Christian manuscripts only, he was 
certainly aware that Jewish manuscripts preceded the Christian 
ones, but of such Jewish manuscripts nothing was known in his 
time. He scarcely doubted, however, that it was a uniform text 
which was handed over to the Christians by the Jews. 

Conditions have changed since Lagarde’s time. To-day we 
know of several specimens of the Greek Bible which were written 

^ Mittheilimgen von Paul de Lagarde. Ill, Gottingen 1889, S. 230—234. 
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by Jews for Jews. They must be consulted when we desire to 
know the kind of texts of the Greek Bible used by the Jews. 

The first of these specimens consists of remnants of a Papyrus 
Scroll bearing verses from Deuteronomy chapters 23—28, 
discovered in a mummy sarcophagus from which they had to 
be carefully freed. The fragments are preserved as Papyrus 
Greek 458 in the John Rylands Library at Manchester. They 
were published by C. H. Roberts^. The Papyrus seems to have 
been written in the middle of the second Century BC. It is 
the oldest remnant of the Greek Bible known to us. The text 
has been compared with the chief Uncial manuscripts of the 
Septuagint, but without real success^. Finally Pater Alberto 
Vaccari, of the Pontifical Bible Institute in Rome, pointed 
out that the text of the Papyrus stands in closest relation to the 
Lucianic text of the Bible, a text attributed to the martyr 
Lucian of Samosata (died 7th January 312 AD), who is said 
to have revised the text of the Greek Bible used in his time*. 
In the Papyrus fragments we have parts of this text which 
were written about 600 years before Lucian. It is well known 
that Paul de Lagarde was especially interested in this text and 
published the first half of it in 1883^. 

Unfortunately the divine name is not preserved in these 
fragments. In Dt 26. 17, however, line 27 of Roberts' edition, 
the text breaks off just before the name of God. Roberts sup¬ 
posed that the name kyrios usually found as nomen sacrum 
written in an abbreviated form in the manuscripts of the Greek 
Bible, must have been written here in full, as the space in the 
line requires it. But from fragments of the Greek Bible dis¬ 
covered recently we know that in manuscripts written by 
Jews the divine name was not translated, but was always 

^ Two Biblical Papyri in the John Rylan(fe Library, Mcmchester, by 
C. H. Roberts. Mfinchester 1936. 

* See, for instance, H. G. Opitz \ind H. H. Scheteder, Zum Sep- 
tuaginta-Papyrus Rylands Greek 458. ZNW 36, 1936, S. 115—117. 

* P. A. Vaccari S. J., Fragmentum Biblicum Saoculi II ante Christiim. 
Biblica 17, 1936, p. 601—604. 

* Librorum Veteris Testamenti Canonicorum Pars Prior Graece 
Pauli de Lagarde studio et sumptibus edita. Gottingae, 1883. 
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indicated by the Tetragrammaton written in Hebrew letters. 
There can be no doubt that here in line 27 the divine name was 
written as Tetragrammaton with Hebrew letters and in this 
way completed the line. C. H. Roberts agreed with me when I 
pointed this out. We only do not know whether the Tetra¬ 
grammaton was written here in ancient Hebrew letters as in 
the third specimen discussed below and in the Aquila fragment 
from the Genizah, published by Burkitt^, or in Hebrew square 
letters as in the second specimen. 

This second specimen is the Cairo Papyrus Scroll Fouad 266, 
of which a few verses from Deuteronomy, Chapters 31 and 32, 
were published by W. C. Waddell* in order to show that the 
divine name was written here as the Tetragrammaton with 
Hebrew square letters. Professor G. D. Kilpatrick drew my 
attention to the fact that some further parts of the Papyrus 
had been reproduced in America, not well, but recognizably*, in 
all of which the Tetragrammaton was to be seen. I asked Pater 
A. Vaccariin Rome to give me an estimate oftheTextcharacter 
of the Papyrus. He has come to the following conclusions: 

The Papyrus has definitely to be grouped with the Uncials 
B A F against the Hexaplaric or Lucianic recensions or 
groups of later Minuscules. Not so clear is its position between 
the groups of B A F and the related Minuscules, between 
which it seems to vacciUate. But when we take into account 
that the Papyrus deviates from the Codex Vaticanus (B) 
where this manuscript stands alone, that is to say, has indi¬ 
vidual readings, not those of a family, and when we take 
into account again the important agreements with B and 
the Minuscule ag in some places, I should think that one must 

' Fragments of the Books of Kings, according to the Translation 
of Aquila, by F. Crawdorf Burkitt. Cambridge 1898. 

* The Tetragrammaton in the LXX. JThSt 46, 1944, pp. 167—161- 
® New World Translation of the Christian Greek Scriptures. Rendered 
from the Original Language by the New World Bible Trcuislation 
Committee — AD. 1960. Publishers; Watchtower Bible and Tract 
Society, Inc. International Bible Students Associon. Brookl 3 ni, New 
York, USA Foreword, p. 13 and 14. Dr. Abram Spiro was kind enough 
to procure me a copy of this book. 
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include the Papyrus in the group B and the Minuscule a^, 
that it should be regarded as better than these two manus¬ 
cripts, as it does not share in their deteriorations which were 
in B individual errors, in the Minuscule influences of classes. 
The text of the Papyrus contains ancient elements which later 
disappeared from the tradition. 

Thus far the results of P. Vaccari’s investigation. His account 
may be read in the Appendix to my paper. What Vaccari has 
shown is, that we have here in a papyrus scroll a Greek text 
which represents the text of the Septuagint in a more reliable 
form than Codex Vaticanus and was written more than 400 years 
before this Codex. 

Unfortunately we cannot compare the readings of the Cairo 
Papyrus Scroll with the text of the Chester Beatty Papyrus 
Codex of Numbers and Deuteronomy, written in the flrst 
half of the Second Century AD, ed. by Sir Frederic Kenyon, 
The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, Fasc. V, London 1936, 
Kenyon has shown that the text of Numbers in this Codex has 
the closest affinities with Codex B and 8*2 of the Septuagint, 
the text of Deuteronomy with Codex A and of the Septuagint. 
The Chester Beatty Codex is written just in the middle of the 
period between the Cairo Papyrus Scroll and the Codex Vati¬ 
canus (B). The text so far known of the Cairo Scroll is not 
preserved in the Chester Beatty Codex. Perhaps the publication 
of the whole Scroll from Cairo may give us the opportunity 
to make a comparison. 

The third specimen consists of fragments of a leather ScroU 
with the Greek text of the Minor Prophets, discovered in 1952 
by Bedouin, probably in one of the Murabba'a caves. It is 
now in the Palestine Archaeological Museum in Jerusalem. 
A few indications concerning the scroll were given by P. Bar- 
th^lemy in 1953^, I myself dealt with the Scroll in 1954^. 

^ Redecouverte d’un Chainon manquant de Thistoire de la Septante, 
Revue Biblique LX, 1963, pp. 18—29. 

* Die im August 1952 entdeckte Lederrolle mit dem griechischen 
Text der kleinen Propheten und das Problem der Septuaginta. ThLZ 
1954, Sp. 81—94 = A Leather Scroll of the Greek Minor Prophets fuid the 
Problem of the Septuagint, in: Opera Minora^ Leiden 1956, p. 113—127. 
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I hear from Pater G. Vermds, Paris, that the Jerusalem Mu¬ 
seum has recently acquired some more fragments of the same 
scroll from the Bedouin. There is no doubt that the scroll was 
written by a Jew, and in the opinion of C. H. Roberts, whom 
I consulted^, it is very likely that the Scroll was written in the 
closing decades of the pre-Christian era, certainly not later 
than 50 AD. 

It is of special interest that the text of the Scroll is in the 
main identical with the text given in the quotations from the 
Old Testament by Justin the Martyr. Justin’s quotation of 
Micah 4. 1—7, of which 5 verses are preserved in the Scroll, 
was discussed by Credner, more than a himdred years ago, in 
the following terms^: 

The basic text of Justin is the Septuagint, altered, however, 
in special directions. In several places it agrees with Aquila, 
but the text is not Aquila... there are remarkable deviations 
from Aquila. In Micah 4. 4 we find readings of Symmachus 
and Theodotion . .. Apart from a clear anxious exactness 
in adapting the text to the Hebrew original we see negligen- 
cies which cannot be expected from Aquila. 

Further, Credner has shown that the Septuagint text quoted 
by Justin has a Lucianic character and deviates definitely 
from the text of Codex Vaticanus (B). 

Some 60 years ago, Wilhelm Bousset tried to explain the 
Lucianic readings in Justin’s quotations by supposing that 
the text of Justin must have been copied in a province of the 
Church in which the Lucianic text had become the approved 
text. There the quotations of Justin must have been thoroughly 
corrected in accordance with that text^. 

We find now the same text of the Greek Bible together with 
readings known to us from the so-called later Greek trans- 


1 See ThLZ 1954, Sp. 81. 

* Karl August Credner, Beitrage zur Einfiihrung in die biblischen 
Schriften, vol. II, Halle 1838. S. 282. 

* Wilh. Bousset, Die Evangeliencitate Justins des Martyrers in ihrem 
Werte fur die Evangelienkritik von neuem untersucht. Gottingen 1891, 
see § 4, Die alttestcunentlichen Citate J.’s, S. 18—32, especially S. 31. 
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lations, which had been used by Origen in his Hexapla, in a 
Codex written by a Jew about 300 years before Origen. The 
Greek Bible used by the Jews at the time of the beginning 
of Christianity was not at all a uniform text as supposed by 
Lagarde. The ancient Christians used texts of the Greek Bible 
which had already been adapted to the Hebrew original by the 
Jews in pre-Christian times. 

For the history of the standard text of the Greek Torah 
called Septuagint we find in the letter of Aristeas valuable 
information which has been mistakenly disregarded in the 
history of the Greek Bible. In order to understand the latter 
correctly we have to realise that the letter was written as 
propaganda for a standard translation of the Greek Torah. 
Propaganda is always made for something contemporary, some 
pressing need at the time when the propaganda is made. The 
letter of Aristeas must have been written when the text with 
which it was concerned was just finished. When we know the 
date of the letter, we know at what time the standard text of 
the Greek Torah was made. 

For dating the letter of Aristeas E. Bickermann has provided 
am argument by showing that certain formulas occurring in 
documents cont€dned in the letter cannot be expected before 
146 BC and not after 127 BC^ ‘His argument seems to me 
most convincing, for it is on such minutiae too unimportant 
to be thought of by the average man that a forger most often 
trips up', declared an authority like Sir Idris Bell (see my Cairo 
Geniza, p. 136). If the letter was written in about 130 BC, the 
Greek Torah for which it is propaganda must only just have 
been made. At that time the influence of Greek Philology 
seems to have given rise to a desire for authentic texts among 
the Jews^. We must suppose that official circles in Alexandria 
were anxious to overcome inconveniences created by Greek 
texts of the Jewish Law circulating previously. They needed 

^ E. Bickermann, Zur Datienmg des Pseudo-Aristeas, ZNW 29, 1930, 
pp. 280—294. 

• Elias J. Bickermann, The Colophon of the Greek Book of Esther, 
JBL 63, 1944, p. 343. 
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a standard text, and such a text was made and approved by 
the community of Alexandria. 

That this text was highly appreciated by the Jews we see 
from Philo’s report of an annual festival held on the Island 
of Pharos 

to pay reverence to the spot on which the translation first 
shed its light and to render God thanks for a benefit ancient 
yet ever new ... 

It is hard to believe that such a festival was instituted and 
kept alive for 150 years without any justification. But the 
commission entrusted with the work of translation was selected 
by the community of Alexandria which accepted the text as 
the standard one, and the commission had to work like a modem 
commission entrusted with a revision of the text of the Bible: 
It had to work until aU members of the commission agreed on 
every word of the text. 

That the text was the first translation ever made, that it 
was made on the orders of a king, from a parchment scroU 
written with golden letters, by a commission of 72 members, 
six of each of the twelve tribes of Israel, selected by the high- 
priest of Jerusalem, that they made the work independently 
of one another, and in a period of 72 days agreed on every 
word of the translation, belongs like other features to the em¬ 
bellishment of Aristeas’ letter intended to help the propaganda. 
Philo describes the way in which the work was done with the 
words: 

Sitting here in seclusion . . . they became as it were possessed, 
and under inspiration wrote not each several scribe some¬ 
thing different, but the same word for word as though dic¬ 
tated to each by an invisible prompter ... they worked not 
as translators, but as prophets and priests of God’s myste¬ 
ries. . .. 

and for Philo it is completely the same whether the Hebrew or 
the Greek text was used. 

Philo has little understanding for problems of philology. He 
speaks as an ecstatic theologian with special philosophical 
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interests, without being aware that his own quotations from 
the Greek Torah differ widely from the standard text approved 
by the Alexandrian Jews. A professional expert who was con¬ 
temporary with the letter of Aristeas and the standard trans¬ 
lation to which it refers comes to a quite different judgement 
of the translation. Such an expert was the grandson of Ben Sira 
who translated the proverbs composed in Hebrew by his grand¬ 
father into Greek. In the Prologue he tells us that he came 
to Egypt in the 38th year of King Euergetes, i. e. 132 BC, and 
Ulrich Wilken has made it very likely^ that the translation was 
made after the death of the king (117 BC), according to Bicker- 
mann in about 110 BC^. During his sojum in Egypt he had 
learned not only the Egyptian Koine, in which the Prologue 
was written, but also the much more difficult translation- 
Greek into which he translated the book of his grandfather. 
He was aware of the imperfections of his own translation for 
which he excuses himself with the words — I quote the trans¬ 
lation in Charles’ Apocrypha: 

Ye are entreated, therefore, to make your perusal with 
favour and attention, and to be indulgent if in any parts 
of what we have laboured to interpret we may seem to fail 
in some of the phrases, for things originally spoken in Hebrew 
have not the same force in them when they-are translated 
into another tongue. 

But he is aware that the translations of the Bible which had 
been the model for his own work had suffered under the same 
difficulties: 

and not only these, but the Law itself, and the Prophets 
and the rest of the books have no small difference when they 
are spoken in their original form. 

Here speaks someone who knows from his own experience the 
difficulties involved in translating a Hebrew text into the Greek 
language. The same imperfections which he attributes to his 
own work are to be found in the translations of his predecessors 

' Archiv fiir Papynisforschiing, III, 1906, S. 461. 

* Journal of Biblical Literature LXIII, 1944, p. 343. 
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also. When he mentions here the translation of the Law 
itself, he certainly refers to the standard edition of the Greek 
Torah, to which the letter of Aristeas refers. We have seen 
that this standard edition was made only a short time earlier. 
That in the Prologue the Prophets and the rest of the books 
are mentioned also, shows that the translation of these books 
must soon have followed the translation of the Law, and that 
Ben Sira was convinced that they had been made under similar 
circumstances. The grandson of Ben Sira considers himself 
as an immediate successor in the work of translation of the 
Bible and we may suppose that he was really contemporary 
with the work of the Alexandrian Committee. 

I make the last statements with a caveat! Professor Kil¬ 
patrick has drawn my attention to the fact that there are 
reasons for taking the Prologue to Ben Sira at less than its face 
value. It is true that the Prologue does not occur in the oldest 
form of the Old Latin, and that it is absent from some Greek 
cursives, and other manuscripts have another Prologue which 
is, however, certainly later. Unfortimately the editions of the 
Greek Ben Sira are very inadequate. A real critical edition 
is not easy as the text of the Wisdom of Ben Sira, the Hebrew 
text as well as the Greek one, has undergone major revisions. 
The Cambridge scholar J. H. A. Hart speaks of a Pharisaic 
revision of the text — I think, rightly — and he discusses the 
many problems raised by the quotations of Clement Alexan- 
drinus^. As far as I can see, it is in the main the revised texts 
which contain the differences in the Prologue. 

It is further true that the Prologue is the only document 
before 70 AD which shows knowledge of the threefold Canon, 
the Law, the Prophets and the Scriptures. But the few lists 
of the Old Testament books preserved are of Palestinian origin, 
as also what is perhaps the oldest of these lists, a Hebrew- 
Aramaic list recently discovered by Jean-Paul Audet in the 
Jerusalem MS 54 in the Library of the Greek Patriarchate 
dated AD 1056 from which Philotheos Bryennios published the 

^ See his book: Ecclesiasticus, the Greek Text of Codex 248. Edited 
with a textual Commentary and Prolegomena. Cambridge 1909. 
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text of the Didache in Constantinople 1883. The list was known 
to Epiphanius also, and Audet has shown that it must be very 
old and that it refers to books partly written in Hebrew, partly 
in Aramaic^. The Prologue of Ben Sira was written in Egypt, 
just at the time when the great revision of the Greek Bible 
had been finished there. It is very likely that the tripartite 
Canon was known in Egypt long before it was known in Pale¬ 
stine. To me the chief reason for accepting the authenticity 
of the Prologue is to be found in the fact that it is hardly 
possible to discover any tendency which could explain its 
later insertion in view of its unusual nature. Besides it is clear 
that the critical way in which Ben Sira speaks of the Greek 
translation of the Law is to be understood far better if it is 
dated shortly after the translation had been finished than 
later when the propaganda of the letter of Aristeas had become 
eflFective. 

What have we to say of these three texts of the Greek Bible 
written by Jews for Jews? In the first instance we have a 
Lucianic text written in about 150 BC. I think we must suggest 
with T. W. Manson that from a very early date Greek versions 
of the Bible were in use in places besides Alexandria and that 
such versions survived in whole or in parts One of such early 
Greek translations seems to have been the Greek Bible which 
was in use in Antioch and the province of S3n^a. This Greek 
Bible seems to lie behind the editorial work done by the martyr 
Lucian (d. 312 AD). In the Manchester fragment we have an 
interesting specimen of this text written about 500 years before 
Lucian, a text which must have existed long before the standard 
translation of the Torah was made in Alexandria which we are 
accustomed to call Septuagint. Another form of early trans¬ 
lation was the Greek Bible which was used at Ephesus and 
Asia Minor, and which must have been the basis of the text 

^ The Biblical books are mentioned in the list in the following order: 
Gn Ex Lv Jos Dt Nu Ru Hi Jdc Ps IS 2S IR 2R ICh 2Ch Prv Qoh Cant 
Jer XII Proph Jes Ez Da lEsr 2E8r Est. The list is published and all 
problems discussed by Audet in JThSt 1950, 135—154. 

* I may refer here to T. W. Manson’s review of my book The Cairo 
Geniza, in Dominican Studies II, April 1949, p. 183—194. 
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called in later times the text of Theodotion. No specimen of 
this text from pre-Christian times has so far been found. But 
St. Paul, writing in Ephesus, at 1 Cor 15. 54 quotes Is 25. 8 
in a form verbally identical with the Theodotion text and with 
the Peshitta, against the Masoretic text and the Septuagint, 
and in the Gospel of St. John 19. 37 is quoted Zech 12. 10 
according to Theodotion. It is very likely that in the version 
ascribed to Theodotion we have to see in reality Theodotion’s 
edition of a Greek Bible used in Ephesus and in the synagogues 
of Asia. 

In the second instance we have fragments of a Greek Bible 
written in about 100 BC, shortly after the standard Text of 
the Torah had been finished, a text closely related to Codex 
Vaticanus (B) of the Septuagint and in some ways superior 
to it, a text written 400 years or more before the Codex Vati¬ 
canus. Let us hope that an edition of all remnants of this im¬ 
portant Papyrus Scroll will soon be published. 

In the third instance we have a specimen of the Greek 
Bible as it was used by Jews at the time of the beginning of 
Christianity. The text has a Lucianic character, and besides 
has largely been approximated to the Hebrew original by 
readings known to us as such of the so-called Later Greek 
Translations like Aquila and Theodotion of which the begin¬ 
nings must have existed in pre-Christian times. It is of especial 
interest that a text like this, written by a Jew for Jews in pre- 
Christian times, was quoted as his Septuagint by a Christian 
author like Justin the Martyr. We urgently need an edition 
of this important leather Scroll of which there is now more 
material in the Jerusalem Museum than was seen by Bar- 
th^lemy. To explain some features of the Scroll, Barth^lemy 
has referred to Willem Grossouw’s book The Coptic Versions 
of the Minor Prophets, A contribviion to the study of the Septua¬ 
gint. Rome 1938 (Monumenta biblica et ecclesiastica 3). I dis¬ 
cussed the matter with my son, the late Dr. Paul Eric Kahle, 
and have published the result of our discussions in ThLZ 1954, 
Sp. 92—94. 
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Papiro Fuad, Inv. 266. 

Analisi critica dei 
Frammenti pubblicati in: 

♦New World Translation of the Christian Greek Soripturesf. 
Brooklyn (N. Y.) 1950 p. 13s. 

Premettiamo che, trascurati i frammenti numerati 4, 8, 9, 10, 
piccolissimi e senza variante per il testo, i rimanenti oontengono 
i seguenti passi del Deuteronomio: 


18,4-6.15-16 (nn. 11 e 12) 27, 1—3 (n. 6) 

20,12-14.17-19 (n. 3) 31, 26-28 (n. 5) 

25,15—17 (n.7) 31, 28—32, 7 (nn. 1 e 2). 


Per la discussione, che qui segue, il testo del papiro (Pap,) 
fu collazionato con I’edizione critica Brooke-McLean (The Old 
Testament in Greeks vol. I, Cambridge 1917) donde sono tratte 
le varianti dei manoscritti con la segnatura ivi usata in lettere 
latine, maiuscole per i manoscritti unciali, minuscole per i 
corsivi. Citiamo i manoscritti non (come nella citata edizione) 
in ordine alfabetico, ma aggruppati in classi e famiglie, come segue: 


Ba2 

AFMNhly 

c X (esaplari od Origeniani) 
a k m o (subesaplari) 


O gn (lucianei) 
dpt (sublucianei) 
e j s V z (catene) 
gruppi minori: b w, f i r, q u. 


Abbreviature 


add. = oddity addunt 
arm. = armenia versio 
lot. = latina vetus versio 
om. = omittity omittunt 


plq, = plerique codices graeci 
proem. = praemittity praemittunt 
Sam. = Samaritanorum textus 
(ed. V. Gall) 

TM == Textus masoretarum 
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A farci orientare nell’incrociarsi di codici e di variant! si 
presta assai bene proprio il prime versetto, che presenta variant! 
testuali, 18, 5. Nelle seguenti note critiche si pone subito la 
lezione del papiro con i suoi partigiani, se ve ne ha; quindi, 
separata dal segno ], la variante o Ip variant! opposte. Fra/" ] le 
parole o lettere assent! dal papiro per frattura, ma da supplirsi 
con certezza. 


Deut. 18,5 

a) HliT xvQioQ B arm. lai.'\ + o ^eog oav ceteri TM Sam. 

b) evavri [xvqiov] tov &£ov aav plq. (B om. aov) Sam.] om. xkm 
TM 

c) xai evXoyeiv plq. Sam.] xai enevxBG'&ai bw; om. xz TM 

d) naaaQ rag rjpegag AF agl akmo esz qu TM Sam.] ev roig vioig 
laQarjX B; proem, ev /o^-N; proem, ev vioig lag. M 0 g n dpt 
fir; add. xvqko bw cx 

Qui osserviamo: 

P Pap. sta sempre centre i codici esaplari (xe compagni). 
Nell’ ultima variante d), dove i mss. si dividono di piii, 

2^ Pap. sta centre i Lucianei e centre i gruppi minor! bw 
e fir. 

3® £ invece sempre d’accordo con gli uncial! 

AF e compagni minuscoli la 2 

4® Ambiguo e il suo com portamento con B; sta con lui solo 
centre tutti gli altri in a); va con AF e gruppi di minuscoli in d) 
dove B e affatto solo in omettere la lezione del papiro. 

Quest! risultati ricevono dal seguito dell’esame conferma e 
schiarimento. Infatti nei rimanenti versetti il nostro papiro 
1® sta centre i codici esaplari in 27,12: diaPrjxe plq.] diaPai- 
vrjre c x o 

2® si mantiene sempre contrario ai lucianei: 25,15 dopo yefvrj] 
non c’fe spazio in Pap. per xai ev earai aoi, aggiunta esclusiva- 
mente propria di 0 g n dpt 
27, 2 aov plq.] om. n dp t 

27,2 Xi'&ovg plq.] proem, dvo 0 gn p t; add. dvo d 
31, 29 eaxarov plq.] en eaxarcov 0gn; cjr’ eax^T^ov dpt 
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31, 29 mrr plq- (xvQtov)] add, rov deov v/lkov (rifimv p) d p t 
Inoltre Pap. h contro le correzioni grammaticali, abituali ai 
lucianei: 27,1 Xeyoiv plq.^ Xeyovreq 0gn dpt; 32,5 rjfxoQToaav 
pig.] fjpoQTov gn 1. 

Contro e j s V z (catene): 27,1 ravxaq oaaQ plq-] dc e j s v z. 
31, 29 mrT* jdq-] add. rov ^eov vpayv j s v z (vedi sopra). 

20, 14 il 2® xai navra h omesso da e j s v z (e B solo; v. sotto). 
Contro i gruppi minori: 25, 16 naq plq.] xai naq b w 
27, 2 Xv&ovq plq.] proem. 6vo b w (v. sopra) 

31, 29 avopiq plq.] avopuav f ir u 

31, 29 eoxarov^ en eaxaxwv bw qu (v. sopra) 

31, 29 mn*’] add. xov '9eov v/xodv b w qu (v. sopra) 

Resta a determinare la posizione del papiro di fronte ai due 
primi gruppi, le classi dominant! dei grand! unciali. 

a) Pap. sta con B contro AFM e tutti gli altri, unciali e 
minuscoli, in 32, 1: rj yiy B ag] ceteri. 

b) sta con tutti gli altri contro B in 20, 14: navxa xa xxtjvrj plq. 
(om. narta kd TM Sam.)] om. B; 31, 29 Pap. ha il singolare 
TO TtovTjQov con TM Sam. e tutti i greci, eccetto B che ha invece 
il plurale xa TtovrjQa. Sono due lezioni individual! di B, per le 
quali non si trova giustificazione; devono dirsi due error! di 
copista. 

c) Del tutto speciale h il caso che ci si presenta in 31, 28. Qui 

in corrispondenza del TM e Sam. B, con i 

minuscoli m n, di soltanto xovq qwXoQxovq vpcov; tutto il resto 
della tradizione, compreso il nostro papiro, aggiunge xai xovq 
TiQBapvxEQovq vfi(ov. Ora nel nome composto tpvXoQxovq della 
prima traduzione il primo elemento ((pvX-) risponde esattamente 
al secondo sostantivo dell’espressione ebraica e il secondo 

{-oQxavq) rende abbastanza bene a senso il primo dell’ebraico 
•»2pT, in quanto ambedue le parole lEJ e dqxoq (aQxa>v) sono 
altrove adoperate a indicare il capo (o i capi) della tribh (o della 
citti). Cio posto, a me sembra che quel xovq nQEa^vxsQovq sia 
stato aggiunto alia originale versione greca per supplire all’ 
ebraico •'opT creduto da essa assente. Conchiuderei che la primi- 
tiva lezione sia quella di B (in m n, che appartengono a classi 
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diverse e sono nella rispettiva classe voci isolate, la lezione piii 
breve deve spiegarsi come omissione per homoeoteleuton, salto 
dal primo al secondo e il di pib degli altri sia giunta seoon- 

daria. 

Anoora non h ohiara, a prima vista, la posizione di Pap. 
entro i gruppi di unciali, B a, e AFM, fra i quali sembra ondeg- 
giare. Ma tenuto conto che Pap. si separa da B, quando questo 
sta da solo (cio& ha lezioni d’individuo, non di famiglia) e avuto 
riguardo ai notevoli acoordi Pap. B e Pap. Ba, in 18,5 e 32,1, 
crederei che si debba inoorporare Pap. al gruppo B as, rioono- 
scendolo pero migliore di ambedue quei manoscritti, perch^ non 
partecipa alle loro deviazioni, che sono in B (come fu detto) 
errori individuali, in a, influenze di altre classi. 

Per finir di caratterizzare e valutare il testo del nostro papiro, 
bisogna pure esaminare le lezioni a lui proprie, non condivise 
con alcun altro portavoce della tradizione. 

Esso ne ha quattro, la prima di sostanza, le altre di pura forma. 

31, 27 mrr rov &eov] Dominum lot. TM Sam., rov ^eov codd. 
graeci. La lezione di Pap. sembra una correttura sull’ebraico 
o una dectio conflata» Ebraico -f" Greco. 

31, 28 (pvXoQxcu; Pap.] (pvXoQxovg ceteri 

31,29 evrs^Xopai] evexeiXapriv ceteri 

32,2 nQoadoxeur&(o] nQoadoxaa&(o ceteri. 

Non hanno importanza per la questione testuale. 

Conchiudiamo che il papiro Fuad Inv. 266 h il migliore rap- 
presentante a noi giunto della primitiva versione greca del Deu- 
teronomio, per quelle parti almeno che di esso ci furono con- 
servate. Esso contiene element! antichi, scomparsi poi dalla tra- 
dizione. Note vole in particolare 6 il suo accordo con Tantica 
versione latina nell’uso del nome divino mn** Dominua in 18,5 
e 31, 27. 
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and the Greek Dodekapropheton Scroll 

P. Katz, Cambridge 

The Editor of the Greek Bible, both O. and N. T., while wel¬ 
coming patristic quotations as valuable additions to the manu¬ 
script evidence, is aware of delicate critical questions. Patristic 
texts suffer in transmission, and revision is nowhere more frequent 
than in Biblical quotations. The Vieima edition of Cyprian’s 
Testimonia is the renowned example for a mistaken decision^ 
which, in neglect of Hans von Soden’s careful monograph*, is 
still reflected in Legg’s edition of St. Mark*. Among Greek texts 
the outstanding example is Philo the MSS of whose text fall 
into two groups. One quotes the LXX text of our best MSS and 
at times is even superior to them. The other which exists only 
in a minority of treatises, but in a few as the only text surviving, 
is different. As late as 1950 it was necessary to demonstrate 
that the latter is confined to the lemmata unconfirmed by Philo’s 
own exposition and characteristic of a textual stage of LXX 
text centuries later than Philo However early any Father 
may be we must never take his quotations at their face value. 
Late text forms may obliterate the original quotations. Lagarde* 
was right in speaking of patres rescripti in comparing such 
texts to palimpsests. 

The first author after Philo to quote the LXX frequently is 
Justin Martyr. The only evidence for his text is a carelessly 
copied 14th century MS*. Except for some marginal readings 
there are no variants. This text cries out for emendation*. A 

^ This was first seen by Lagarde, Sanday, and Turner. 

* Das lateinische N. T. in Afrika zur Zeit Cyprians, Leipzig 1910. 

’ Hans von Soden, Gnomon 13 (1937) 53. 

* Peter Katz, Philo’s Bible, Cambridge 1960. 

‘ P. de Lagarde, Mitteilungen H, pp. 63 ff. 

* Hamack, TU 1, 1/2, p. 79. 

’ Wolfgang Schmid, Die TextuberUeferung der Apologie des Justin, 
ZNW 40 (1941) 87—138. 
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number of the quotations are proved by the context to have 
been doctored. There are numerous passages in which Justin 
takes a stand against “Jewish falsifications of the Bible” and 
passionately defends as genuine, readings which in fact are early 
Christian interpolations. As was seen repeatedly^ but ignor¬ 
ed by Swete^, these interpolations have disappeared from the 
long quotations heading Justin’s exposition and have been 
replaced by the text of the LXX as we read it now. As a result 
the peculiar points on which Justin’s arguments depend are no 
longer found in the lemmata to which he refers^. The same 
applies to those quotations of which our single MS gives only 
the first and last verses connected by xal xa iSf]g or xal rd 
Xoma • • • Here also we miss the very words 

and verses to which Justin appeals as proof and for the sake of 
which he premises a whole psalm or chapter^. While this latter 
feature is due to sheer negligence, the former reflects the course 
of textual history. The peculiar readings, mostly in the Psalms, 
were primitive Christian interpolations^, creatures of a day, and 
accordingly survive only in remote backwaters, such as the Greek 
and Sahidic of Upper Egypt, and in Fathers down to Clemens 
Alexandrinus Origen with his emphasis on the Hebrew was the 
first to eliminate them. 


1 A. Hilgcnfeld, Theol. Jahrbb. 9 (1850) 394f. 398ff.; E. Hatch, 
Essays in Biblical Greek, Oxford 1889, pp, 188ff.; W. Bousset, Die 
Evangelienzitate Justins des Martyrers, Gottingen 1891, pp. 19ff.; 
A. Rahlfs, Septuaginta-Studien II, 1908, pp. 203 ff. 

* Introduction to the O. T. in Greek, Cambridge 1900, pp. 417 ff. 
Nothing in B. J. Roberts, The Old Testament Text and Versions, 
Cardiff 1951. 

* Ps. XCV.5 ixelva yog eiBcoAA i(m SaijnovicAyv Dial. 41. 55; Ps. 
XCV. 10 EPaaikEvaev dTT6 toC ^OXou Dial. 41 (neither enlargement in 
Dial. 73); Ps. XVIII. 6 loxupos yiyou; SgaftElv 6d6v Dial. 69 (cf. 
Dial. 76). iaxvQog is omitted in the full quotations Apol. I 40, Died. 64. 

* ZNW 46 (1955) 137, n. 11; E. Hatch, op. cit., p. 188. 

* I. L. Seeliginann, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah. A Discussion 
of its Problems, Leiden 1948, traces similar “actualizations”, as he 
calls them, in the Isaiah Septuagint, and still more in the Mishna, for 
which I refer to his paper; Voraussetzungen der Midraschexegese, 
Congress Volume Copenhagen, 1953, Supplement to V. T., vol. I. 
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A second group of quotations in Justin presents a completely 
different aspect. Far from being either naive or Christian, they 
are learned and Jewish, isolated patches of post-septuagintal 
interpretation grafted upon an otherwise unmistakable LXX 
text. They therefore are closely similar to, or identical with, 
Aquila and Symmachus who cannot have been Justin’s sources. 
It was therefore plausible to consider these quotations as due 
to late sporadic revision similar to that observed in the inferior 
Philonic evidence'. A fresh discovery, however, seems to open 
up a different vista. Fragments of a Greek scroll, containing the 
Minor Prophets, written late in the first century A. D. and hidden 
during the revolt of Barkochba, still await final publication. 
After their discovery in August 1952, D. Barthelemy gave a 
preliminary account of them^ which, based on the fragments so 
far studied, is a masterpiece of circumspection and condensation. 
The new text is true LXX, yet approximated to the Hebrew 
in places when the LXX translation proved mistaken or loose. 
Its literalness verges on clumsiness; at times a Hebrew different 
from that underlying the LXX is followed. The changes mostly 
concern single words in a context easy to identify owing to its 
very imperfection®. 

Barthelemy begins with calling to mind the setting of Justin’s 
Dialogue with the Jew Tryphon. During the suppression of 
Barkochba’s insurrection Justin complains to Tryphon about 
the attitude of contemporary rabbis towards the LXX. Its 
exactitude is doubted in places and a “Jewish” interpretation 
is offered instead. Messianic passages are emasculated and pro¬ 
phecies pointing to Jesus Christ disappear. Justin discusses 
some passages according to both the traditional and the “Jewish” 

^ Theol. Zeitschrift 5 (1949) 16f.; Actes du Premier Congr^s de 
la Federation Internationale des Associations d’fitudes Classiques, 
Paris 1951, pp. 176ff. 

• D. Barthelemy, Redecouverte d’un chainon manquant de I’Histoire 
de la Septante, Revue Biblique 60 (1953) 18—29. 

* According to H. S. Nyberg, Studien zum Hoseabuche, Uppsala 
XJniv. Arsskrift 1935 no. 6, the translation was made from a careless 
copy and betrays unfamiliarity with the exegetical tradition, an in¬ 
adequate knowledge of Hebrew, and, in consequence, irresponsible 
conjecture. 
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texts and sometimes bases his exposition on the latter in order 
to meet his opponents half-way.^ B. then enumerates the reasons 
which had hitherto shaken confidence in the view that the MS 
version of Justin’s quotation is reliable. This scepticism he 
says is disproved by the new scroll. A fragmentary quotation of 
Micah IV. 3—7, compared with Dial. 119, not only indicates 
numerous agreements against the LXX, but even the gaps are 
much more easily filled in from Justin than from the LXX. 
A second text, Zech. II. 12, at least has ixXi^erai = Dial. 115 
against algeriel LXX. No more parallels to Justin’s quotations 
are found but the new text, in being more literal and in rendering 
a Hebrew text different from ours, is seen to be the work of 
early Jewish revisors. To characterize its peculiarities B. com¬ 
pares the later Jewish translations. Aquila agrees in 18 out of 28 
instances with the scroll and the relation to Symmachus is still 
closer, Theodotion yields little. 

These statements are impressive in themselves, but only pre¬ 
liminary. The climax is his demonstration that the only four 
known remnants of the Quinta, the Jewish translation found 
by Origen in Nicopolis near Actium in Greece, have their exact 
parallel in the new text. He combines this fact with Grossouw’s 
observation* that the Upper-Egyptian translations, of which at 
least the Achmimic is complete, have twelve agreements with 
the Quinta and never disagree with it, while Theodotion disagrees 
four times, Aquila and Symmachus eleven times each. Thus he 
identifies the new text with the Quinta, as a first attempt out 
of which the more consistent texts of Aquila and Symmachus 
developed. Being fresh translations following throughout prin¬ 
ciples which the Quinta only sporadically applied to the LXX, 
they are the culmination of a development and not its beginnings. 
Thus far Barthelemy. 

Among the texts compared the Upper-Egyptian have been 
proved to be undoubtedly pre-hexaplaric approximations to the 

^ None of the few quotations which Justin professes to borrow from 
the Jews’ own version are taken form the Minor Prophets. 

* W. Orossouw, The Coptic Versions of the Minor Prophets. Monu- 
menta Biblica et Ecclesiastica 3, Borne 1938, p. 112. 
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Hebrew and the same can be said even about a Greek source 
neglected by Barthflemy, Pap. Washington W All these texts are 
third century. They, and still more so the Greek source of the 
Egyptian texts, cannot have been influenced by the hexaplaric LXX 
column; for the Hexapla, though completed about 250, was hidden 
for half a century in Caesarea before Pamphilus and Eusebius 
published its LXX column, early in the fourth century. There 
are more examples of pre-Origenic revision, some of them recently 
discovered texts, such as the Chester Beatty and the Antinoo- 
polis Ezechiel*, and Daniel 967®, and in the Pentateuch not only 
Pap. 963 (Num. Deut., ca 200 A.D.) shows similar revisory 
influences but, as has been recently demonstrated, in Exod.-Deut. 
the majority group of MSS led by A represents a pre-hexaplaric 
approximation to the Hebrew The same has long been suggested 
for Job by Burkitt® and is now proved by an early third century 
Berlin fragment containing a stichus from Theodotion*. For 
Judges W. G. Lambert has pointed to insertions (XII. Ilf.) from 
the Hebrew, yet prior to Origen’. 

In this context Barth^lemy’s discovery is welcome because for the 
first time the provenance of an early Hebraizing revision is traced, 
so that in the Minor Prophets this form of text almost ceases 
being anonymous*. He has not made this point; but it clearly 

^ H. A. Sanders, The Minor Prophets in the Freer CJollection. Univ. 
of Michigan Studies, Human. Series vol. XXI, New York 1927, 
pp. 26—29. Among the agreements of W with Justin is the wrong breath¬ 
ing Mic. IV. 3. 

* J. Ziegler, ZAW 61 (1946/8) 76—94; Ezechiel, Gottingen 1962, 
p. 28; Nachtrag zu Ezechiel in his Daniel, Gottingen 1964, pp. 77f. 

* J. Ziegler, Daniel, pp. 19 ff. 

^ D. W. Gooding, Recensions of the Septuagint Pentateuch, London 
1956. Reviews in ThLZ 80 (1966) 696f. and WdO II, p. 294. 

‘ The Old Latin and the Itala, Cambridge 1896, pp. 8f. 32—34. 
According to him Cyprian quotes the original Greek Job, Ambrose the 
text of our Greek uncials which was supplied from Theodotion previous 
to Origen, and the Origenic text is quoted by later Latin Fathers. 

* Theol. Zeitschr. 6 (1949) 22; Actes (cf. p. 346 n. 1 above), p. 181. 

’ In a review of I. Soisalon-Soininen, Die Textformen der Septua- 

gintaiibersetzimg des Richterbuches, V. T. II (1952) 186. 

* Some of the variants shared by Justin and the new text are due 
to the parallel text Is. H. This applies to four of the five coincidences 
of Mic. rV. 3 = Is. n. 4; the fifth, oi5 agrees with the Isaiah text 
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emerges from his material and the parallels given above. We 
cannot yet tell how much more we shall learn from B.s full 
edition. We may, however, never know whether Justin’s strongly 
Aquilanic readings iTtrjQfjiivov avx6 = Mic. IV. 1 (LXX //rr- 

ecjQia^aerai ); (pwrtjoxxnv for IV. 2 (LXX del^ovatv 

'flfuv), and his odd noTafiay^r^aovrai — IV. I (LXX otwo- 
oovaiv) were taken from this new source and may therefore 
be primary, or interpolated from Aquila at a later date and there¬ 
fore secondary. In addition there are some similar readings in 
the Apology and the question whether a “Jewish” text like 
B.s “Quinta” and its reflection in the Dialogue plays a part 
in the Apology too becomes legitimate, though we may never 
know the answer. The two readings which I am going to adduce 
are each found in one of Justin’s quotations, while in the others 
we read the LXX text. The first is Apol. I 52 efc dveidog = 

Is. LXIV. 11 (10), where » has nannV and « owiTteaev. Justin’s 
text is identical with that of Symmachus but the full quo¬ 
tations Apol. I 47 and Dial. 25 have the LXX wording. Here 9R 
(and are certainly correct. If, however, Justin followed a 
revised text throughout, the “correct” version found in the 
long quotations may nevertheless be secondary. The second 
example is found in Apol. I 50 where we first read Is. LIII. 12, 
followed by a full quotation of Is. LII. 13 — LIII. 8. In 
LIII. 12. SW has which the LXX did not understand and 
therefore rendered by naqedo^, one of its guess words applied 
wherever there was a blank in this translator’s very imperfect 
Hebrew. Instead Aquila says occurrety Symmachus dvriarrjy and 
Theodotion torqtiebit. Justin’s translation i^iXdaerai differs from 
all of them, and is excellent. B. would doubtless trace it to the 
“Quinta”. Elsewhere, however, Justin has the LXX text 
(Apol. I 31, Dial. 13). In neither passage does Ziegler’s edition 
refer to Justin. 

It is worth while considering the date of origin of all these 
pre-Origenic Hebraizing texts. It cannot be later than any of 

as read by S* and a few others. Similar influences from parallel texts 
are frequent; they disclose em. unguarded attitude which, however, 
does not exclude an early date. 
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its witnesses. How much earlier it may be can only be inferred 
from more general considerations. Philo, about 40 A. D., quotes 
and expounds the unadulterated LXX as an inspired text from 
which an equally inspired exposition draws the most profound 
mysteries. In this he represents a Judaism still unshaken by the 
cumulative experience of Christianity in its midst, which in its 
rise both usurped the LXX and turned it against the Israel in 
the flesh, and of the destruction of the temple which brought 
to an end the second commonwealth. Before the Jewish war 
the Jewish Christians in Jerusalem had done nothing to sever 
the ties connecting them with temple worship. After the collapse, 
however, the final break occurred. The task of consolidation 
required fresh methods, and one of the chief means was work 
on both Hebrew and Greek Scriptures. Any looseness, hitherto 
tolerated, became intolerable. As to the Hebrew, attention was 
given first to fixing an authoritative text and, much later, to 
determining the Canon of Scripture. In the Greek also there 
were two stages. The first was that of adjusting the traditional 
LXX by emending what was worst. This stage is represented 
by our new text and by all the pre-hexaplaric Hebraizing re¬ 
visions mentioned above. As B. has well seen, it cannot be under¬ 
stood otherwise than as the work of Jewish scholars working 
after, perhaps very soon after, 70 A. D. The second stage, be¬ 
ginning half a century later with Aquila, goes farther. It was 
then no longer a question of emending the LXX in places. The 
LXX had been baptized into Christianity, as it were, and, apart 
from this, no longer tallied with the reconstituted Hebrew Bible, 
either quantitatively or qualitatively. Thus its place was taken 
by completely fresh translations. After less than a century the 
Church caught up with this development through Origen’s 
Hexapla. Yet St. Augustine’s struggle before accepting the Vul¬ 
gate shows how much the Church resented this break with its 
past which was a transition from Hellenism to Rabbinism. 
Meeting these qualms the Vulgate was in fact a compromise 
both in the way in which Jerome was either accommodating 
or else took over untouched the apocryphal books of the 
LXX. 
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Seen from the Jewish angle things moved alarmingly 
quickly. The Quinta, however little we may know about it, 
had been one of their great texts Not only was it deemed worthy 
of filling the last column in the hexaplaric Psalter found by 
Cardinal Mercati in the Ambrosiana in 1896, but this column 
had marginal variants which, according to the clear testimony 
of Origen and Eusebius, refer to its second edition. In this it 
compares with the translations of Aquila and Symmachus of 
which too there existed second editions. In consequence, within 
a century there were three great Jewish Bibles in Greek: the 
Quinta, an emended LXX from the last quarter of the first 
century, and two entirely new translations, Aquila’s and Sym¬ 
machus’, each roughly fifty years later than its predecessor. If 
B. is right the last Jewish LXX introduced the methods which 
came to prove useful for whoUy fresh translations, after they 
had been used sporadically only in the Quinta. It may be too 
early to trace this development in detail, but a succinct note 
may be useful in presenting some additional material for a com¬ 
parison of these very methods commdn to the Quinta, Aquila, 
and Symmachus*. 

Certainly any final assessment must wait for the full edition. 
It has still to be seen whether other finds in the same cave might 
turn the scale in favour of a later date. However, as was said 
before, B.s own assessment rests on two strong points. The first 
is the close relationship to the Upper-Egyptian versions (and 
Wash. W), which are doubtless pre-hexaplaric and early, since 
time must be reserved between the versions and its Greek arche¬ 
type. The second is the historical development with its three 
stages of initial deference to the LXX, the revisions, and finally 
their replacement*. 

^ After more than fifty years reference must still be made to the 
brilliant paper of Eduard Schwartz, Zur Geschichte der Hexapla, 
Nachr. d. Gott. Ges. d. Wiss., Phil.-hist. Klasse, 1903. 

* (See below p. 351, appendix 1). 

* (See below p. 352, appendix 2). 
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Appendices 

No. 1 (see above p. 350): Even after the publication of the full text 
the basis for compeuring the new text with the remnants of the “Three” 
is likely to be neirrow. To widen the range I have gone through the Psalms 
in Field’s Hexapla. The following is confined to a few observations about 
the relation between Aquila and the Quinta. If we may trust our evi¬ 
dence they have much in common. (1) They share the translations laxvgdQ 
for Ps. IX. 32 (X.ll); XXVni. 3, and azegei fiov for XXVH.l, 
elq viHog for XLVIII.IO etc, and vixonoug for Dlipi LV. 1, hcovoiota/iol 
for CIX. 3 (cf. ThLZ 77 (1952) 167). (2) Their relationship remeuns 
obvious even though there are small differences: is dxQiPaa/iol in 

A', dxQipda/juna in E\ the causative dtFT?. XXVIII. 6 axiQfvmaet, in 
A*, axiQTOTioii^aei in E\ and for bring forth fruit A' has yemifjia- 
Tiiorzeg, E* yewrjfunlaowji which recalls the great number of Aquila’s 
both wilful and dreadful coinages. (3) Aquila selected a single Greek 
equivalent for any Hebrew word without regard for its connotations, 
even if these were not covered by the Greek word chosen, so that his 
translation frequently cannot be explained without recourse to the 
Hebrew. In this he is joined by the Quinta, for both use yev/ia taste 
for Ott XXXIII. 1 (superscription), dyct&dp yev/ia for dw aw good 
insight CXVIII. 66 where the LXX has the good paraphrase xQviaT6xrfza 
seed Tiaideiav, expressing the connotation of osfi, prudence, intelligence, 
(4) In other instances the Quinta shares another of Aquila’s 
peculiarities, that of rendering homonyms or near-homonyms “hom- 
onymously”, although the words have only a common sound, not an 
identical sense. Thus e. g. when both translate prif insolent LXXIV. 6 
by naXat6g old = this need not be a confusion due to Itujk of ex- 
egetical tradition of which Aquila had only too much; it may, on the 
contrary, be deliberate preference for identical renderings of all deri¬ 
vatives of the same root, though the tradition underlying the pointing 
(which we may suppose they knew well) indicates that the two words 
stand for different meanings^. (6) We might even be justified in main¬ 
taining the same explanation in instances when the same had happened 
already in the LXX, in which one would think rather of confusion. 
I give two examples. The Bible has the homonyms ’T I ship and H 
pi. desert animals. Among the four instances of I Ez. XXX.9 is 
corrupt and can be emended from Is. XXXIH. 21 has a correct 
TiXoiov, but the remaining two passages, of which the latter alludes to 
the former, both think of int» Qal, Num. XXIV. 24 fb iSeXevaercu cf. 
S%<>; Dan. S XI.30 ol hcnogeodperoi, or Hiphil, Num. XXIV.24 
Sam. and Dan. (6 XI.30 iSd>aovatv a&t6v. For n the con¬ 

fusion is confined to Aquila and the Quinta: Is. XXIII. 13 A' iisQxo/id- 

^ Elsewhere A' renders pny by fxetaiqeiv Gen. XII. 8; Prov. XXV. 1; 
Ps. VI. 8; he has fiiragaig for pp^ in I. Rg. II. 3; Ps. XXXI. 19, 
and for p^Pf in Is. XXIII. 18. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



352 


P. Katz 


voiQ and Ps. LXXIII. 14 ^4' i^e?xvao^hoiQ, E' i^c}.Tj?.vd6ri. Not only is 
here II traced back to the better known root iw* and treated as its 
derivative, but by taking recourse to Ki’ the two homonyms are rendered 
alike, and in doing so Aquila and the Quinta dealt with ^ II as the 
LXX had occasionally done with '*% I. This is an intricate procedure 
worth elucidation. Also in a second instance the precedence of the LXX 
seems to have been followed to some extent. Whereas V*»n III = Vrr 
wait, put one's trust in God was generally well understood, the rare ^ II 
continue in vigour was not. In Ps. IX. 26 (X. 5) peprjXovvTat ^ read 
as Niphal of VVn to profane cf. inquinatae sunt Vulg., polluuntur 
Ps. Rom.; A' E' wdtvqaovaiv use the meaning of I cf. Ps. Hebr. 
parturiunt, (6) Among Aquila’s oddities his Tiojapmdifiaovxai = siijs Mic. 
IV.l is one of the oddest. He may be right in considering as a 
denominative, for in Hebrew it is rare and confined to the metaphorical 
use of peoples convening, streaming, Greek, however, allows of nothing 
comparable. It would be strange to find the same device in the Quinta. 
When in Ps. XLIII. 20 Symmachus and the Quinta render ojj? from 
noa to cover by iTiencjfiCtaotQ from cover with a lid or cover, 

it would be hazardous to surmise that the Quinta chose this word 
instead of iTnxaXvTtzm (fbA*), because it wanted to point to o\a cup 
= nwfjia (drink, draught), drinking cup (Hesych.). In fact Symmachus 
uses im7T(o/iidC(o in Ps. LXVIII. 11 for the hapax legomenon "nsK, the 
simple verb in Ps. CXXXIX. 10 for noa. Moreover tnwfia lid and its 
derivatives are frequent in non-Attic Greek from Homer onwards. 
(7) Beside similarities a development could be traced from the Quinta 
to Aquila and Sjunmachus, but such speculations are better postponed. 

No. 2 (see above p. 350): There is an earlier very full discussion 
of the problems posed by Barth^lemy’s find by P. Kahle, ThLZ 79 
(1954) 81—94. He concurs with Ziegler and others in considering this 
text and other Hebraizing papyri as pre-Christian and Jewish, but 
would date them before the break in the history of Judaism to which, 
in fact, they owe their origin. These texts he parallels with that from 
which, as he still insists, Philo took those quotations which do not tally 
with our best LXX evidence. For the Upper-Egyptian versions of the 
Minor Prophets, on the other hand, he assumes dependence on the 
Hexapla, bc'cause they have many doublets which remind him of the 
existence side by side of the obelized old text and Origen’s asterized 
insertions. Nothing in the nature of the texts concerned justifies this 
artificial division nor do the doublets prove his point. In the mis¬ 
translation of Amos VT. 6 rov diiihaphov olvov for Ach- 

mimic certainly adds the correction tv g>id?.aig after olvov as a doublet; 
but how is Kahle to explain Justin’s reading tv (pidkaig olvov Dial. 22, 
since he is convinced that non-septuagintal readings in Justin are 
genuine? If Justin’s reading was current in 160 A. D., Achm. is most 
unlikely to have drawn on the Hexapla for its doublet. There was no 
access to the hexaplaric LXX column either in the second or third 
centuries and, besides, none of the hexaplaric MSS has this reading. 
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There is a wealth of supporting arguments in Kahle’s comprehensive 
paper, among them some which have long been shown to bo gravely 
mistaken (Theol. Zeitschrift 5 (1949); Actes . .1951). Although 
there is little hope to convince Kahle I would conclude by putting 
right one of his fresh mistakes. On col. 89 Kahle characterizes the 
OxyTrh 5 rnchus fragment 1007 (Brooke-McLean, Numbers and Deu¬ 
teronomy, p. VI) = 907 (Ralilfs) as one of many varieties of a Greek 
Targum which strove after ever closer approximation to the Hebrew. 
His sole reason is the reading rfj ywatxC Gen. II. 24 which he says 
is “closer to the text used in the N. T. (Mt. 19, 6, Eph. 6, 4 sic) and 
in Philo (leg. alleg. 11, 14 sic) than the Christian Septuagint**. Certainly 
A and its satellite y (121) — and the margin of the Catenae MS t; —, 
and, after A the Cambridge editions, have it. However, as early as 
1907 Nestle (Sept.-Stud. V, p. 24), who also gave a long list of untrust¬ 
worthy singular readings of A in Gen., warned against Swete’s text 
and tersely stated: “Nach diesem Tatbestcmd kann gar kein Zweifel 
sein, daB der Dativ im A. T einfach Eintrag aus ^em Neuen ist (Mt. 
19, 6; Me. 10, 7; Eph. 5, 31).** The majority reading 7iq 6^ rifP ywaixo 
= Eph. V. 31 (against ^1*® and other witnesses) adopted by Kahlfs is 
the true LXX, and rfj ywaoel a backreading from the N T. Philo alleg. 
n § 49 and Eph. reflect the original LXX, and Pap. 1007 too joins 
the overwhelming majority of our evidence. Pap. 1007 does nothing 
to support the theory of a variety of Greek Targums. 
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The Objects of the Literal and Spiritual Senses of the | 

New Testament according to St. Cyril of Alexandria 

A. Kekbigan O. F. M., Rome 

In his commentaries on the Bible St. Cyril of Alexandria j 

refers to two senses of Sacred Scripture, namely, the literal and j 

the spiritual. Some texts he interprets exclusively in the spiri¬ 
tual sense And in principle, though rather infrequently in 
fact, he admits that there are texts which should be interpreted 
only in the literal sense Usually, however, his treatment of 
texts presupposes that they have both a literal and a spiritual 1 

sense. Since he nowhere formally defines these senses, it is j 

necessary to examine his writings in order to see what exactly 
he means by these two senses and how exactly he applies the 
distinction between them to various texts. An examination i 

I 

of his commentaries on the Old Testament led to the conclusion 
that the distinction between the literal sense of the Old Testa¬ 
ment and its spiritual sense lies chiefly in the nature of the 
objects described by them’*. A perusal of his commentaries on I 

the gospels of St. John and St. Luke and of the fragments of 
his commentaries on the epistles of St. Paul shows that he 
bases the difference between the literal sense and the spiritual 
sense of the New Testament on a similar principle. * 

I. THE OBJECTS OF THE LITERAL SENSE OF THE | 

NEW TESTAMENT 

In his commentaries on the New Testament St. C 3 nil designa¬ 
tes the literal sense by two sets of formulae which he regards 

^ A. Kerrigan, St. Cyril of Alexandria Interpreter of the Old Testa¬ 
ment, Rome 1952, pp. 220f. | 

‘ P. E. Pusey, S. p. n. Cyrilli archiepiscopi Alexandrini in d. loannis ' 

evangelium. Accedunt fra^menta varia necnon trcustatus Srd Tiberium 
duo, edidit post Aubertum, vol. II, Oxonii 1872, 164, 8ff. (= PG 73» 

960 C). In the following notes this work will be referred to as “Pusey**. 

• A. Kerrigan, op. cit., p. 32. 
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as perfectly interchangeable: expressions that are exclusively 
exegeticaP, and terms which directly describe objects but 
refer indirectly to the sense This usage occurs in St. Cyril’s 
commentaries on the Old Testament and leads to the conclusion 
that the literal sense of the Old Testament is defined by its 
objects^. Its recurrence in St. Cyril’s explanations of the New 
Testament justifies the conclusion that the literal sense of the 


^ Examples of these expressions are: 1 } ... oJtXfj xal nQdxeiQoq rwv 
elQTiixivojvdihafuq (PG 72, 749 B); dnlriq 1 } (Pusey 1,312, 8 = PG 73, 

344 D); 1 } ... oji^jovareQa didvoui (PG 72, 664 A); cog iv dnldrrfii Xdycov 
(Pusey 1, 298, 27 = PG 73, 329 B); ivaQyecn^ , .. twv elgrjfiivcov 
SihHifjug (Pusey 1, 238, 14 f. = PG 73, 266 A); 1 } icrroe/a (PG72, 684D); 
rfjg UnoQ^ag 6 Adyog (Pusey 1, 203, 5; 1, 203, 16; 1, 306, 28 = PG 73, 
228 A; 228 B; 337 A); ij Tcbv AoAov/i^coi^ afjLtxQcmQemla (Pusey 1,73, 2f. = 
PG 73, S5 C); cd Ad^ecg al nag^ ^fuov (Pusey 2, 269, 6 = PG 74, 28 B); 
rd rrjg Ad^ecog .. . xoivdp (Pusey 3, 344, 4); 6 dv&gconivog dxr&evwv }j6yog 
(Pusey 1, 266, 20 = PG 73, 282 BC); dv&gconivoi A6yoi (Pusey 2, 246,8 = 
PG74,13A); dv&g(o7iongeni]g 6 Adyog (Pusey 1,416, 17 = PG 73, 466 A); 
6 dv^gconcg Tigimov Adyog (Pusey 1, 266,16 = PG 73, 293 C); Ttayyiigai cpcoval 
(Pusey 2, 636, 4 ff. = PG 74, 449 C); 1 }... rwvngoxeifidvcovdtdvoui (Pusey 1, 
237, 22 = PG 73, 166D); i}t<Sv dv&gamlvcov ^i^puhcov naxdrrig (Pusey 2, 363, 
3ff. = PG 74, 136 A); al crwij&eig iwoiat (Pusey 1, 292, 17 = PG 73, 
322 C); dv&gcdmvai cpcoval (Pusey 2, 269, 16 = PG 74, 29 A); ol dvdgconoig 
TcgeTiovaai cpcoval (Pusey 1, 416, 13 = PG73, 466 A); dv&gcomongentlg cpcoval 
(Pusey 3, 417, 2 = PG 74, 997 C). To the preceding formulae the follow¬ 
ing adverbial expressions may be added: dv&gconlvcog (Pusey 1, 296, 2 = 
PG 73, 326 A); dv&gconivcbxegov (Pusey 2, 46, 20 = PG 73, 841 A); dnAcog 
(Pusey 1, 268, 18 = PG73, 286 A); Unogixwg (Pusey 2, 164, 9 = PG 73, 
960 C); Unogtxcorvegov xal cog iv dnAw idycp (Pusey 2, 166,14 = PG 73,961 B); 
acopMXtxcbg (Pusey 3, 417, 27 = PG 74, 1000 A). 

* Examples of these formulae are: rd iv ah&rjaet mxvrigcf. (Pusey 1, 

296, 17 = PG 73, 326B); rd alcj^rjid (Piisey 3, 344,20f. = PG74,936B); 
t6 dv&gcomvcjv (PG 72, 637 B); Puroy 1,361, 2( = PG73,386C); Pusey 2, 
466 , 9 (= PG.74, 266B); Pusey 2, 606, 6 (= PG 74, 300D); Pusey 2, 
671 , 9 (= PG 74, 488 D); Pusey 3, 176 (= PG 74, 776 A); rddv&gcomva 
(PG 72, 624 C; 667 A; 686 C; 920 D); Pusey 2, 46, 23 (= PG 73, 841 A); 
PG 77, 1013 B; rd dv&gconoig nginov (Pusey, 1, 277, 21 f. = PG 73, 306 B); 
rd rfjg dv^gcondrijTog (PG 72, 916 B); rd rfjg dv^gcondfxrjrog fiirgov (PG 72, 
528A;cf.637 B; 612 C); rd (Pusey 1,169, 26 = PG 73,182 D); 

rd XCX&' ^/4dg (PG 72, 697 D); rd ini yfjg ngdyfutra (Pusey 1, 296, 27 = 
PG 73, 326 C); rd i^fMg Tigdypara (PG 72, 913 C); rd iv Urroglq, 
TiQdypana (Pusey 1, 296, 3 = PG 73, 326 C); rd xcx&* fjf4dg..,afMxgcmgsnig 
(Pusey 2, 694, 7f. = PG 74, 612 D); rd acopunixd (Pusey 1, 169, 28 = 
PG 73, 182 D); Pusey 1, 288, 28 (= PG 73, 317 D); n raneivdv (Pusey 1, 
266 , 19 = PG 73, 293 C). 

• A. Kerrigan, op. cit., p. 32. 
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New Testament is similarly defined by its objects. These belong 
to the order of being which our author styles ra atcrdrjTd, 
namely, realities that are perceived by the senses, especially 
those of sight and hearing^. With them St. Cyril closely asso¬ 
ciates the category that he calls rd dv&Qamiva, namely, traits 
and activities charateristic of man both as an individual and 
as a member of various human groups. 

A. Some examples of the literal sense from the commentaries on 

the Pauline epistles 

St. Paul’s analysis of the passions which is found in Rom. 7, 
16flF.: these are congenital to man’s fieshly element which is 
the source both of desires and sins*. According to St. Cyril, 
in these descriptions St. Paul “philosophizes” ((ptloao(pel)^\ 
the verb itself deserves notice, especially since C 3 nil in another 
passage dealing with the spiritual sense tells us that St. Paul 
is “theologizing” Another example of the literal 

sense is Rom. 7, 25 flF. which points out the various ways in 
which the human mind endures violence in its conflict with 
evil®. In 2 Cor. 4,16 remarking that the “outward man” should 
be “worn down”, St. Paul again refers to the effect of ascetical 
exercises which subjugate the “exterior man” and strengthen 
the “interior man”. This imagery, Cyril says, is derived from 
what commonly happens to those who practise asceticism®. 

B. Examples of the literal sense in connection with characters of the 

Gospel other than Christ 

1. St. Cyril says that the “obvious and received meaning” 
of John the Baptist’s affirmation “He who comes after me has 
become before me, for he was before me” deals with chrono¬ 
logical details concerning Christ’s human birth, namely, that 

1 Puaey 1, 246, 19ff. (= PG 73, 274 A). 

* Pusey 3, 206, llff. (= PG 74, 812 D). 

» Puaey 3, 204, 29 (= PG 74, 809 D). 

« Pusey 3, 341, 8 (= PG 74, 931 Dff.). 

‘ Pusey 3, 209, 17fr. (= PG 74, 813 Dff.). 

* Pusey 3, 348, 2ff. (= PG 74, 937 D). 


Digitized by 


Google 



Objects of the Literal and Spiritiial Senses 


357 


it took place six months after John the Baptist’s, as St. Luke 
narrates (laroQrjae). This meaning, however, St. Cyril rejects 
as futile, because chronologically the Baptist could not precede 
and, at the same time, come after Christ. He regards the 
Baptist’s declaration as an amy/LuZy “an image drawn from 
our affairs” depicting a person who, excelling in any branch 
of human activity towers above his competitors. For there 
was a time when John the Baptist made many disciples and 
was much admired by them. He then received more honour 
firom men than Christ did, who excelled John by far in reality, 
but was at that time unknown^. A similar usage underlies 
another statement made by the Baptist about Christ: “He 
must increase, I must decrease” (Jn. 3, 28—30). No real diminut¬ 
ion of John’s moral worth is implied. He refers to the limits 
of nature beyond which no human being can possibly advance. 
Now, Cyril argues, “when one person is constantly advancing, 
another, who seems to be in the same state, seems to be decreas¬ 
ing” 2 . Affirming that Christ “bears witness to what he sees 
and hears” (Jn.3, 32), the Baptist speaks in terms of the normal 
human situation: for it is only the eye-witnesses and ear- 
witnesses of an event who can make authoritative statements 
about it®. 2. For St. Cyril the following circumstances illustrate 
the literal signification of the miracle of Cana (Jn.2): the fact 
that the master of ceremonies blamed the bridgeroom for 
reserving the better wine until the end of the feast; the fact 
that honourable marriage was sanctified and the curse pronounc¬ 
ed against women was removed; the manifestation of Christ’s 
glory and the confirmation of the Apostles’ faith in him^. 
3. The “crass” signification which the Samaritan woman attri¬ 
butes to Christ’s ideas in the early stages of his conversation 
with her (Jn.4) is another example of the literal sense®: she 
thought that Christ was alluding to “ordinary”® “earthly 

1 Pusey 1, 146, 8ff. (= PG 73, 1661)—168 A; 168 C). 

• PG 72, 612 C. 

» Pusey 1, 246, 24ff. (= PG 73, 274 AB). 

• Pusey 1, 202, 24flf. (= PG 73, 228 Af.). 

® Pusey 1, 286, 9flf. (= PG 73, 316 B). 

• Pusey 1, 272, 17ff. (= PG 73, 300 D). 
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things”^. Indeed, Christ’s own disciples did not rise above 
“common-place” ideas on this occasion. They were of the 
opinion that the food of which he spoke in Jn.4, 32 was some¬ 
thing that had been brought to him in their absence and that 
“it was costlier and more palatable than what had been collected 
by them”^. 

(7. Examples of the literal sense connected with the works 
and words of Christ 

To elucidate the works and words of Christ, as well as the 
cirumstances of his life, care must be taken to distinguish 
between three sets of expressions: a) expressions referring to 
his divine attributes (qxijval 'deoTiQBnEu;), b) expressions describ¬ 
ing his human traits {(pcoval div&QamoTiQsneu;), and c) go- 
between ((pwvai pdaai)^ or “mixed” (xexQafxhai) expressions*, 
which connote simultaneously his divinity and humanity®. 
Now the literal sense is concerned with the “purely human 
aspects” of Christ and momentarily prescinds from the mystery 
of his personality®, as the foDowing examples show: 1. Christ’s 
Davidic lineage (Rom. 1, 3)’; 2. his being wrapped in swaddling 
clothes after birth (Lk. 2,7)®; 3. his submitting to circumcision 
(Lk. 2, 22)®; 4. Christ’s withdrawal from Judaea, his wear¬ 
iness and tarrying at Jacob’s weU(Jn.4,4ff.)i®, as well as his 
subsequent sojourning among the Samaritans (Jn. 4, 40 f.)^^; 
5. his return to Jerusalem and his curing the man who had 
been ailing for 38 years (Jn. 5, 5ff.)^®; 6. his acceptance of 

^ Pusey 1, 288, 27fif. (= PG 73, 317 D). 

» Pusey 1, 292, 15ff. (= PG 73, 322 C). 

« Pusey 3, 417, Iff. (= PG 74, 997 C). 

« Pusey 1, 350, 20flf. (= PG 73, 386 CD). 

^ Pusey 1, 324, 21fiF. (= PG 73, 367 C). 

• Pusey 1, 362, 20fif. (= PG 73, 386 CD). 

^ Pusey 3, 176, Iff. (= PG 74, 776 A). 

® PG 72, 492 A. 

• PG 72, 497 A. 

Pusey 1, 263, 26fiF. (= PG 73, 292 BC). 

Pusey 1, 298, 13fF. (= PG 73, 329 BC). 

1* Pusey 1, 306, 16ff. (= PG 73, 337 AB). St. Cyril holds that this 
was the fecist of Pentecost. 
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hospitality^; 7. the circumstances that he was angry (Jn. 13,21)^, 
that he wept (Lk. 22, 39)*, and that he prayed on various 
occasions^. 8. Even Christ’s miracles (though they manifested 
his divine power®) belong to the literal sense®, when they are 
appraised in terms of “mere sensible knowledge”’. 

Here are examples of the literal sense which St. Cyril finds 
in Christ’s own discourses: 1. The references in Jn.4,36* to the 
fact that it was still winter as well as to the green plants 
(destined to be cut down by the harvesters in four months’ 
time) are expressly styled ra h aladTpei rfj Ttax^iggi^. 2. When 
Christ told the Samaritan woman that “we adore whom we 
know”, he spoke as a Jew and as a human being, to whom the 
duty of adoring God was altogether connatural^®. 3. In St. 
Cyril’s opinion even the literal sense of Jn. 9,4^ yields a satis¬ 
factory meaning: by “day” is meant the period of one’s earthly 
pilgrimage and by “night” is understood the period that 
begins with death; since the day is devoted to work and the 
night to sleep, the period during which we should do good 
works is called “day” and the time during which no work at 
all is accomplished is styled “night” 4. Interpreted literaUy, 
Lk. 9,68^* refers to the fact that, though the beasts and the 
birds have their own dwellings, Christ himself does not permit 


1 PG 72, 684 D; Pusey 1, 207, 19ff. (= PG 73, 232 D). 

• Pusey 2, 363, 8fif. (= PG 74, 136 B). 

• PG 72, 920 D. 

• PG 72, 646 C; 686 C; 908 B. 

» PG 77, 1013 D; Pusey 1, 416, 4fif. (= PG 73, 463 D). 

• Pusey 2, 166, 16ff. (= PG 73, 962 B). The miracles by which 
Christ restored sight to the blind are here styled rd h 

7 Pusey 1, 114, lOfif. (= PG 73, 132 A). 

• “Do you not say, ‘There are yet four months, then comes the 
harvest?’ I tell you, lift up your eyes, and see how the fields cue already 
white for harvest” (Jn. 4, 36). 

• Pusey 1, 296, 16fF. (= PG 73, 326 B). 

Pusey 1, 276, 3fF. (= PG 73, 304 CD). 

11 ««We must work the works of him who sent me, while it is day; 
night comes, when no one can work” (Jn 9, 4). 

Pusey 2, 164, 4ff. (= PG 73, 960 C). 

“And Jesus said to him, ‘Foxes have holes and birds of the air 
have nests; but the Son of man has nowhere to lay his head’ ” (Lk. 9, 68). 
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himself these ordinary amenities: his statement is to be con¬ 
strued as a reprimand implying that his questioner should be¬ 
come detached from the empty cares of life here below 6. The 
petition of the “Our Father” for daily bread certainly includes 
all that we need for our bodily sustenance*. 6. Again, the clause 
“These things I spoke while I remained with you” (Jn. 14,25, 26) 
envisages to d%*&Qdmivovy namely, Christ’s future disappearance 
from bodily sight, when he will take up residence in heaven*. 

In the preceding examples the literal sense is complete in 
itself, since it serves its own purpose and does not need to be 
transposed into a higher sense St. Cyril draws attention to 
this variety of the literal sense very seldom. More numerous 
by far are the instances in which, whilst recognizing the exist¬ 
ence of the literal sense, he implicitly avows that it is incom¬ 
plete on the ground that it is but the alviy/Mx^ or the ebcwv^ 
or TmQQ&tiyiwP or tvtioq^ of a higher meaning. Thus in Jn. 3, 7f.* 
the higher truth inculcated by Christ is exemplified by the 
obvious meaning of the words which envisages the movement 
of the wind: “it blows throughout the whole earth and runs 
where it lists; it escapes the eye and its presence is recognized 


1 PG 72, 664 A. 

• PG 72, 693 A. 

» Pusey 2, 606, 6ff. (= PG 74, 300 D). 

« Pusey 2, 164, 4ff. (= PG 73, 960 C). 

® Pusey 1, 264, 26 (= PG 73, 292 C); Pusey 1, 306, 12ff. (= PG 73, 
337 B); ^ alnyfioTcodrjq rwv Xdywv negipoX^q (Pusey 1, 297, 24f. = PG 73, 
328 C). 

• PG 72, 697 D; Pusey, 1, 169, 28 (= PG 73, 182 D); Pusey 1, 213, 
23 (= PG 73, 238 D); Pusey 1, 308, 21 (= PG 73, 328 C). 

7 PG 72, 697 D; Pusey 1, 169, 26 (= PG 73, 182 D); Pusey 1, 220, 

28f. (= PG 73, 246 D); Pusey 1, 238, 14 (= PG 73, 266 A); Pusey 1, 

266, 19 (= PG 73, 282 B); acofujTix&v naQadeiyfMrrwv (Pusey 1, 

236, 21 f. = PG 73, 264 A). 

® Pusey 1, 207, 25 (= PG 73, 232 D); Pusey 1, 264, 26 (= PG 73. 
292 C); Pusey 1, 306, 12 (= PG 73, 337 B); Pusey 1, 309, 4 (= PG 73, 
340 D). 

• “Do not marvel that I said to you, ‘You must be born anew’. The 
wind blows where it wills, and you hear the sound of it, but you do not 
know whence it comes or whither it goes; so is it with every one who 
is bom of the Spirit’’ (Jn. 3, 7—8). 
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by sound only; yet it communicates itself to bodies by the 
subtlest breathings and it infuses some perception of its natural 
efficacy”^. Frequently Christ, as man, pretended not to know 
things which he knew as God; thus, in the history of the raising 
of Lazarus from the dead, he asked “Where have you laid him?” 
(Jn. 11, 34), feigning a question with a view to achieving some 
useful purpose^. All of Christ’s parables build their higher 
signification on the literal sense, whose very obviousness 
usually exempts Cyril from the trouble of expounding it®. In a 
few instances, however, Cyril takes pains to explain the literal 
sense of Christ’s parables. Lk. 11, 21^ is a case in point. Here 
Christ describes “what commonly takes place in the human 
situation”: as long as a strong man retains his power and guards 
his property, he need not be afraid of violence; but if a stronger 
person attacks him, he is despoiled®. Lk. 22, 27® is also a 
TtoQadEiyjLia to xccff^ which Cyril explains at length: earthly 
kings show the greatest honour to those whom they invite as 
guests to table; they may honour others, too, but not to the 
extent of inviting them to table. By this nagadeiyfia Christ 
intimates to his disciples that they will receive the greatest 
honours which he has at his disposal’’^. 

As man, Christ used human words to describe his human 
activities®; their literal sense must be taken strictly, for in 
these instances the use of different words points to differences 
in the things signified by them®. But human expressions used 


1 Pusey 1, 220, 26ff. (= PG 73, 246 CD). 

* Pusey 2, 51, Iff. (= PG 73, 848 A). 

* A. Kerrigan, op. cit., p. 200, nn. 4 and 6. 

* “When a strong man, fully armed guards his own palace, his goods 
are in peace; but when one stronger than he assails him and overthrows 
him, he takes away his armour in which he trusted, and divides his 
spoil” (Lk. 11, 21—22). 

» PG 72, 704 D. 

• “For which is the greater, one who sits at table, or one who serves? 
Is it not the one who sits at table? But I am among you as one who 
serves” (Lk. 22, 26). 

^ PG 72, 913 C. 

• Pusey 1, 416, 12ff. (= PG 73, 466 A). 

• Pusey 1, 296, 2ff. (= PG 73, 324 D). 
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to describe divine attributes must not be given a strict inter¬ 
pretation, for these attributes are not described as they really 
are, but ''as tongue can express and the ear of man can hear”. 
Expressions that are applied to God do not imply areal distinct¬ 
ion between the things signified^. Nor should they be given 
the same signification that we customarily ascribe to them, 
but one which becomes the divine nature*. Yet human nature 
has no more adequate way of describing divine things*, and 
Christ himself frequently conformed to this law of human 
limitations^. For instance, in Jn. 3,36* Christ adduces to 
dv&Qclmivov as a Ttagddeiyfm: a man gives to the son begotten 
of him all the characteristics of human nature; these are passed 
on undivided, and the fact of receiving them implies no dis¬ 
grace on the part of the son; indeed the son’s natural qualities 
throw light on the substance and activity of the father*. In 
Jn. 8, 28’Christ uses the expression idlda^e "in human fashion” 
to show that the Jews take umbrage at his claims in vain: 
nature teaches the newly bom infant how to use his human 
voice, thus fashioning him to the likeness of his father®. Jn. 16,14 
similarly contains a noQddeiyfm which is expressed in TzaxvreQoi 
qxoval: a being who proceeds naturally firom another can be 
truly said to receive the latter’s properties®. 

In instances where Christ uses "mixed” discourse, confining 
himself neither to the divine nature nor to the human nature, 
but alluding rather to both "marvellously and in mixed fashion” 
{7iaQad6^(og re dfjui xai the expressions describ- 


^ Pusey 1, 294, 23ff. 

» Pusey 2, 258, 7ff. (= PG 74, 28 B). 

» Pusey 2, 362, 26ff. (= PG 74, 136 A). 

« Pusey 1, 266, 14ff. (= PG 73, 293 C). 

‘ **The Father loves the Son, and has given all things into his hand*' 
(Jn. 3, 36). 

• Pusey 1, 266, 3ff. (= PG 73, 281 B). 

’ “So Jesus said, ‘When you have lifted up the Son of man, then 
you will know that I am he and that I do nothing on my own authority, 
but speak thus as the Father taught (idlda^t) me” (Jn. 8, 28). 

• Pusey 2, 46, 8ff. (= PG 73, 841 ABC). 

• Pusey 2, 636, 29fF. (= PG 74, 449 CD). 

^0 Pusey 2, 466, 13ff. (= PG 74, 266 B). 
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ing his human activities belong to the literal sense. Jn. 6, 30 
is a case in point The Jews, as guardians of the Mosaic Law, 
were scandalized at Christ’s healing the paralytic on the Sabbath. 
Now Christ defends himself, pointing out that he obeys the 
Mosaic enactments in everything, and, unlike his critics (who 
transgress God’s commands and impose their own will as law 
on others), he does nothing on his own. Furthermore, he 
judges as he hears, that is to say, he acts correctly, because as 
far as the Mosaic Law is concerned, the act of curing the paraly¬ 
tic on the Sabbath was not more reprehensible than circum¬ 
cising the newly bom on the Sabbath®. Of course in the last 
mentioned examples the literal sense needs a complement, 
which is furnished by the spiritual sense. 

D. Conclvding remark 

Our examination of St. Cyril’s usage shows that he con¬ 
sistently connects the literal signification of the New Testament 
with its objects, the nature of which is amply illustrated by 
the examples quoted above. 


II. THE OBJECTS OF THE SPIRITUAL SENSE OF THE 
NEW TESTAMENT 

In St. Cyril’s treatment of the spiritual sense of the New Testa¬ 
ment we encounter the same interchange of exegetical expressions ® 


^ **I C€ui do nothing on my own authority; as 1 hear, I judge, and 
my judgment is just, beause I seek not my own will but the will of him 
who sent me” (Jn. 5, 30). 

* Pusey 1, 315, 18—357, 20 (= PG 73, 388 A—393 B). 

• The following exegetical expressions are used by St. Cyril in connec¬ 
tion with the spiritual sense of the New Testament; i} ivxeXeariQa ... 
yv&at^ (Pusey 1, 286, 26f. = PG 73, 316 C); i} twv ^eUov fwarrjQUop yv&aig 
(Pusey 1,194,12f. = PG 73, 218B); yvfjvortiQa ... tov fwarrjQlov i} yvibaiq 
(Pusey 1, 218, 24f. = PG 73, 244 C); ^iptiXortiQa duiXrjyfig (Pusey 1, 268, 
18f. = PG 73, 296 D); hoQyeardxri ... i} didvota = rd GVfmav ... /wGZ'qgiov 
(Pusey 1, 297, 24fF. = PG 73, 328 C); i} Pa&vxiga hvota (PG 72, 664 A); 
Ttaw elgrjfiivwv rd pddog (PG 72, 917 C); rd ^eia ^ecogi^fiaTa (Pusey 1, 145, 
23f. = PG 73, 167 A); rd&e(mQenfj^e(OQififiara(PuBeyl,ll,24S. — PG73, 
84 D); di/i&rjg ngayfidvatv ^eoogCa Pusey 1, 273, 23f. = PG 73, 301 C); 
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and formulae that directly describe objects^. The conclusion 
is inescapable: the spiritual sense, too, is chiefly defined by 


dvayxaurcdrrj ... 1 } ^ecogCa {Pusey 1, 112, 16f. = PG73,129 A); Jtpev/ioxoefj 
^ea)Q[a (PG 72, 692 D); Pusey 1, 306, If. (= PG 73, 337 A); Pusey 1 , 308, 
llff. (= PG 73, 340 Off.); Pusey 2 , 216, 6 (= PG 73, 1028 C); Xemaii- 
Qojv ... ^ecoQijfJurrcjv 1 } xardXrjtpig (Pusey 1 , 169, 27ff. = PG 73, 182 D); 
6 Tov 9cad^ 17 / 40 ? fAVOTfigCov ^6yog (PG 72, 908 C); pa&vg yaq 6 Xdyog 9eai 
dXrjv i^fiiv, (bg inog ehieiv rfjg /nerd aoQHog ohcovo/niag sioQa&eig ri/v drjXcoatiw 
(Pusey 2, 668 , 6 fF. = PG 74, 372 C); Xdyog /nvarixog (Pusey 1, 417, 13 = 
PG 73, 466 C); ^ /nwnayojyla (PG 72, 712 A); Pusey 3,187, 26(= PG74, 
789 C); Pusey 3, 189, 6 (= PG 74, 792 C); vor//urta XenTo/ieoriga 
(Pusey 1, 146, 23f. = PG 73, 168 C);Tolgelgr//nhoi^iyxixQVTzrcutovg (PG 72, 
693 A); 1 } vynjXoriQa ... avveaig (Pusey 1, 220 , 3f. = PG 73, 246 A); to ... 
vnodr)Xov/i£vov elg dxpiXetav Ttvev/iortKijv (Pusey 2, 216, 24f. = PG 73,1028D); 
al <pwval ai . .. ^eoTiQSTieig (Pusey 3, 417, Iff. = PG 74, 997 C). 

^ In St. Cyril’s usage the following expressions directly envisage 
the objects of the spiritual sense: rd i5niQ aiad'tjaiv (Pusey 1, 221, 9 = 
PG 73, 246 D); 1 } dA^cio (PG 72, 489 B; 601 A); Pusey 1, 292, 23 
(= PG 73, 322 D); rd dXrfiig (PG 72, 917 A); rd dXrj^icneQov (Pusey 2, 
219, 8f. = PG 73, 1032 A); rd dvayxaia (PG 72, 689 B; 662 A; 697 D); 
rd dvayxaidrara (Pusey 1, 246, 17f. = PG 73, 272 C); rd dvoixriQw (Pusey 1, 
207, 16 = PG 73, 232 C); rd dxpaveariqa (Pusey 2, 216, 10 = PG 73, 
1028 C); pd^rj ^eov (Pusey 3, 339, 8ff. = PG 74, 932 A); 1 } dgQrjrog dd^a 
xai ^aonQBTiijg (Pusey 1, 73, Iff. = PG 73, 86 C; see al^ PG 72, 492 A 
and Pusey 1, 166, 6 = PG 73, 178 C); i} ^eoTiQenijg ivigyeia (PG 72, 
636 D); rd dvayxaUog ^rfrov/neva (Pusey 1, 146, 26 = PG 73, 168 A); rd 
^eXxdv — rd ^tongenig (Pusey 2, 694, 9f. = PG 74, 612 D); rd ^eonge- 
niarsQa = rd vTidg f}/4d? /nvarijQia (Pusey 1, 61, 18f. = PG 73, 61 BC); 
rd negl ^eov — (hg dv oQ/ndrroi ^ecg (Pusey 1, 296, 3 = PG 73, 326 A); 
Td /ivar^QLOv (PG 72, 497 A; 684 A; 649 A; 649 Df.; 663 C; 667 D; 
660 A; Pusey 3, 344, 8f.); rd votftd = rd dnkg ii/idg (Pusey 1, 169, 26f. = 
PG 73, 182 D); Pusey 1, 236,19ff. (= PG 73, 264 A); rd vniq vovv (PG12, 
677 A); Pusey 2, 362, 30f. (= PG 74, 136 A); rd mfev/iovtxd (PG 72, 
913 C); Pusey 1, 236, 23 (= PG 73, 264 B); i} vovv xai X6yov vneQoxf/ 
(Pusey 1, 166, 7 = PG 73, 178 C; see also PG 72, 672 C);Td vTtegxei/jieva 
(Pusey, 1, 272, 14= PG 73, 300 D); rd rf/^elq ng^novra (pvaei (Pusey 1, 
189, 12 = PG 73, 212 C). 

St. Cyril uses the following adverbial expressions in connection with 
the spiritual sense: dvayxalcog (Pusey, 1, 86, 26 = PG 73, 100 D); 
93, 4 (= PG 73, 108 B); 94, 22 (= PG 73, HOB); 126, 22 (= PG 73, 
145 B); 162, 24 (= PG 73, 176 A); doy/narixdnegov (Pusey 1, 293, 13 = 
PG 73, 324 A); evayyeXixwg (Pusey, 1, 284,' 29 = PG 73, 313 C); 
^eoTigencog (PG 72, 637 A; 648 A); ^eongeniaregop (Pusey 1, 247, 1 
= PG 73, 274 B); 252, 12 (= PG 73, 278 D); nvev/iortxcbg (PG 72, 693B); 
Pusey 3, 417, 28 (= PG 74, 1000 A); XQipl/Ui)g (Pusey 1, 96, 6 = PG 
73, 112 A); 112, 16 (= PG 73, 129 A); 140, 19 (= PG 73, 162 B); 141, 6 
(= PG 73, 162 C); 144, 8 (= PG 73, 166 A); 144, 24 (= PG 73, 166 C). 
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its objects^. These are “the divine dogmas” (rd ‘deia 
d6yfjuxxa) and “the mysteries” (rd fivaxriQui)^ such as those 
that concern the divine facets of Christ’s Incarnation®, Passion, 
Death and Resurrection, the indwelling of the Holy spirit 
in the souls of the baptized* and the divine aspects of the 
Church®. The following examples taken from St. Cyril’s Commen¬ 
taries on St. John, St. Luke and St. Paul will illustrate these 
points. 


A. Examples from the "'Commentary on St. John'" 

Among the arguments refuting the heretics who regard the 
Only-Begotten as nodatparoq and bom h iareQoig 
St. Cyril includes the following comment on the clause “In 
the beginning was the Word ...” (Jn. 1, 1): “According to 
accurate and true reasoning there is no beginning of beginning; 
the reckoning of it recedes rather into what is long-extended 
and incomprehensive. And since its backward flight, having 
no terminus, reaches the limit of the ages, we must conclude 
that the Son was not made in time but was existing invisibly 
with the Father. For he ‘was in the beginning’. But, if he ‘was 
in the beginning’, who can ignore the force of the expression 
‘was’? Can it be that this ‘was’ stays as at its terminus, seeing 
that it continues to run before the pursuing argument and 
leaps forward before the conception following it?”® 

The Son is by nature Creator with the Father, since he is 
of the Father’s essence. Cyril afflrms very strongly that the Son 
cannot be regarded as a minister {wtovgyog) to whom the 
Father has committed the power of creating. No. The clause 
“all things were made by him” (Jn. 1, 3) means that the Son 

^ *And Tov av/iPalv€ir elo/doTog tig ^eo^gCav Tsvevfiarocipf xa&djiBQ iaxoqlag 
diajiXdzTei tov X6yov t6 /lovovovxi rd iv Sfp&cdfioig rjnXcofdva, xal 

ovdiv ixovxa xcL^sndv elg xaxakrm>tv, elxdva rtoUirat twp dtpaveaiigaiv. (Pusey 2, 
216, 7f. = PG 73, 1028 C). 

• Pusey 1, 20, lOf. (= PG 73, 28 CD). 

• PG 72, 640 BC. 

« PG 72, 649 Df. 

» Pusey 1, 207, 24ff. (= PG 73, 232 D). See also PG 72, 626 D. 

• Pusey 1, 16, 4ff. = (PG 73, 26 A). 
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created all things in intimate collaboration with the Father 
“for all things are from the Father through the Son in the Holy 
Spirit’*. When we say that the Son collaborates with the Father 
in creating, we do not imply that, of himself, he is powerless 
to create anything, but that he is wholly in the Father by 
virtue “of unchangeableness of Essence, of this entire relation¬ 
ship and of the absence of any medium in his natural procession 
from him”^. 

On the clause “5 yiyovev iv avrco fo)?) (Jn. 1, 4) our 
author remarks as follows: the Son confers not only existence 
on creatures, but also holds them together when made through 
himself, in that he associates himself most intimately with 
them, becoming even life to them, and enabling each to continue 
to exist according to the limits of its nature*. He enlightens 
the rational part of creation in which “he engrafts the seed 
of wisdom** and “implants the root of understanding**, causing 
it to participate in his own nature and sending “certain vapours 
of the unutterable brightness into the mind** in a way and 
manner known to himself alone*. 

To those who receive him through faith the Son gives the 
power to be ranked among the “sons of God“ (Jn. 1,12). Through 
the Spirit they become partakers of him. They acquire his 
likeness, the primaeval image according to which they were 
created in the beginning. And they thus recover the pristine 
beauty which they had before the Fall. Their newly acquired 
dignity raises them above their own nature and like him they, 
too, are “sons of God**, though not in precisely the same way 
as he is, but in imitation of him by grace^. 

B. Examples from the "^Commerdary on St. Luke'* 

Apropos of Luke 2, 21—24 St. Cyril notes: “Turtle-doves, 
therefore, and doves were offered, when he (= Christ) presented 
himself to the Lord so that the truth and the types might be 

1 Pusey 1, 67, 30ff. (= PG 73, 80 CD). 

* Pusey 1, 74, 5ff. (= PG 73, 86 D—88 A). 

* Pusey 1, 111, 7ff. (= PG 73, 128 B). 

* Pusey 1, 133, 7ff. (= PG 73, 164 AB). 
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seen meeting together simultaneously. Christ, too, offered 
himself as a savoury and sweet odour that he might present 
us to God through and in himself, thus doing away with the 
enmity caused by Adam’s transgression”. Our author has 
previously explained that the dove is a mild and gentle bird, 
whereas of birds the turtle-dove is the one most fond of chirping. 
It was such that Christ the Saviour showed himself to us. For 
he was perfectly gentle to us and like a turtle-dove he soothed 
the whole world (especially his own vineyard) with the divine 
message of the Gospel (to ‘&el6v re xal evayyehxdv xrjQvyfjui)^. 

In addition to its literal signification the petition for ‘‘daily 
bread”, which is found in the Our Father (Lk. 11,3), conceals 
the following meaning: the fact that Christ commands his 
disciples to ask for “the food of a day” shows that he does not 
allow them to possess anything but rather that he exacts saint¬ 
like poverty of them*. 

Cyril tells us that when Christ said “But I will not eat of this 
passover imtil it is fulfilled in the kingdom of God” (Lk. 22, 16), 
he uttered a “profound and mysterious truth” whose meaning, 
however, he himself reveals. For Christ is wont to give the name 
of the “kingdom of heaven” to the purification which is accom¬ 
plished by baptism, to the indwelling of the Holy Spirit and to 
the efficacy of “worship in spirit”*. 

Into the incident of the man carrying a pitcher of water 
described in Lk. 22, 7—16 our author reads the following “mysti¬ 
cal” meaning: “Whither the waters of holy baptism enter, 
there Christ dwells.. .For they free us from all impurity and 
they remove all stain of sin from us in order that we may be¬ 
come a holy temple of God and sharers of his divine nature by 
participation of the Holy Spirit”^. 

Many years ago the German scholar Rucker remarked that 
St. Cyril indulges in “allegorizing” explanations to a far less 
extent in his Commentary on St. Luke, than in his Commentaries 

1 PG 72, 497 A; 501 AB. 

* PG 72, 693 A. 

» PG 72, 906 B. 

* PG 72. 904 D. 
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on the Old Testament and the Gospel of St, John^, Yet the manner 
in which he explains Christ’s miracles and discourses shows 
that even in his Commentary on St, Luke, St. Cyril continues to 
exemplify a well-known trait of the Alexandrian School, namely, 
a constant preoccupation with the divinity rather than the 
humanity when treating of the dual nature of Christ. 

1. Examples of St. Cyril’s treatment of some of the 
miracles recorded by St. Luke 

a) Lk. 8, 22—25: The stilling of the tempest 

In the S 3 rriac version of the homily dealing with the miracle 
of the stilling of the tempest St. Cyril remarks: “The event was 
arranged to be good and profitable so that the power of his divine 
sovereignty should be more manifest”^. 

St. C 3 rril depicts the apostles as being aware of “Christ’s 
mystery” throughout the episode: “God was in visible form 
like us: the Lord of all wore the likeness of a slave ... And as 
the disciples knew this, they wonder at the glory of the godhead; 
and as they recognize it present in Christ and yet see that he 
was like us, and visible in the flesh, they ask ‘Who is this?’ 
instead of ‘How great he is and of what nature!’ And with 
what great might, and authority and majesty he commands 
even the waters and the wind and they obey him*”. 

b) Lk. 8, 26—36 : The demoniac of the land of the Gerasenes 

St. Cyril dwells on the circumstances of the miracle performed 
in the country of the Gerasenes which manifest his divine power 
(tj dxaraycovuTTog loxvg)^- (1) The question which the demoniacal 
herd put to Christ is in itself an admission that Christ is God*. 

^ A. Riicker, Die Lukashomilien dee hi. Cyrill von Alexandrien 
Ein Beitrag zur Greschichte der Exegese, Breslau 1911, p. 77. 

* R. Payne Smith, A Comment€ury upon the Gospel according to St. 
Luke by St. Cyril, Patriarch of Alexandria, vol. I, Oxford 1869, p. 176. 
See also p. 176. 

» Ibid., p. 178. 

* PG 72, 633 D. 

* Payne Smith, op. cit. I, p. 181. 


Digitized by 


Google 



Objects of the Literal and Spiritual Senses 


369 


(2) St. Cyril emphasizes that Christ’s attitude to the demons 
shows his authority^. (3) The question “What is your name?” 
which Christ addresses to the demons “is for the play of salva¬ 
tion’s sake ... that we may learn that a great multitude of 
devils shared the soul of a single man, producing in him an 
impure madness”*. 

c) Lk. 8, 41-42, 49-66: The raising to life of Jairus’s daughter 

According to St. Cyril, Jairus’s request implies that he 
recognized that Christ was God. Furthermore he worshipped 
him as God*. Since St. Cyril regards Jairus as a representative 
of those Jews who stoned Our Lord for blasphemy, he thinks 
that Jairus is guilty of inconsistency in the present circum¬ 
stances^. 

With regard to Christ’s purpose in accompanying Jairus to 
his home Cyril remarks: “He accompanied Jairus to stop the 
tongues of would-be faultfinders, who would certainly have 
regarded his refusal as equivalent to an avowal that he was not 
able to work the miracle asked by Jairus”®. “The fulfillment 
of the promise was intended to prove that the unbelief of the 
Jews was inexcusable and that this miracle, too, should be for 
their condemnation”*. Further on Cyril notes: “And by this 
miracle, too, the Saviour went to implant in the dwellers upon 
earth the sure hope of the resurrection of the dead”’. 

Ever intent on giving prominence to Christ’s divinity, St. 
Cyril explains as follows the meaning of Christ’s comment on 
the statement of the messenger to the effect that Jairus’s daugh¬ 
ter had died: “What then was Christ’s reply seeing that he 
possesses universal sovereignty; that he is the Lord of life and 
death; and by the all-powerful decision of his will achieved 
whatever he desires? ... To aid him [Jairus], therefore, he 

1 Ibid., p. 182. 

* Ibid., pp. 184—186. 

» Ibid., p. 187. 

* Ibid., pp. 187—188. 

• Ibid., p. 190. 

• Ibid. 

’ Ibid. 
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gives him a kind and saving word, fit to sustain him in his 
despondent state, and cause him to have an unwavering faith, 
sajdng Tear not; only believe, and she shall live’”^. 

When telling the official mourners “She is not dead but 
rather sleeps” Christ showed “great skill and adroitness”. 
For the laughter with which they greeted his statement proved 
that the girl was really dead. “For probably some of that class 
who always resist the divine glory would reject the divine 
miracle and say that the maiden was not yet dead; and that, 
though she was cured of sickness, there was really nothing 
extraordinary in the miracle. Accordingly, with a view to en¬ 
suring that many should recognize that she was really dead, 
he said that she was rather sleeping...”*. 

Finally St. Cyril stresses that the manner in which the miracle 
was accomplished was worthy of God: “For taking her by the 
hand, he said, ‘Maiden arise’. And she arose immediately. O the 
power of the word and the might of commands that nothing 
can resist! 0 the life-producing touch of the hand that abolishes 
death and corruption!”* 

2. Examples of St. Cyril’s treatment of some of Christ’s 
discourses recorded by St. Luke 
a) Lk. 10, 1—3: The mission of the seventy-two disciples 
The episode of the mission of the seventy-two throws Christ’s 
divinity into relief: “But take notice of this: that while he said 
‘Pray you the Lord of the harvest to send forth labourers into 
his harvest’, he did it himself. And yet who is the Lord of the 
harvest (that is, of the earth’s inhabitants) save him who by 
nature and truly is God ? ... But since it is the prerogative 
of the Supreme God alone to send forth labourers how did 
Christ come to appoint them? Is he not, therefore, the Lord 
of the harvest and is not God, the Father, the Lord of aU by 
him and with him? All things therefore are his, and there is 

1 Ibid., p. 196. 

* Ibid., pp. 195—196. 

» Ibid., p. 196. 
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nothing at all belonging to the Father which is not the Son’s 
also ... And the glory of godhead belongs to him (not as a 
thing conferred on and given him by another but rather he 
subsists in honours which are his by nature as he also does who 
begot him).. 

b) Lk. 10, 17—22: Reasons why the disciples should rejoice 

Cyril says that in this discourse Christ implies that the apostles 

should have known that his words do not mean “being a man I 
affirm myself that I am God”, but rather “being God by nature 
I have assumed the form of a slave and appear on earth as a 
man like you”. Cyril contends that the proof of this is contained 
in the statement: “Behold I have given you the power to tread 
on serpents and scorpions”. To bestow on others the power of 
treading on the enemy, Cyril argues, is something that transcends 
the natural capacity of men. “Rather was it a deed befitting 
God alone, who is supreme over all and who enjoys unsurpassed 
honours”*. 

c) Lk. 10, 22: The Father and the Son 

Cyril regards this saying as an instance of how Christ (“who 
was and still is the Lord of heaven and earth and sits with the 
Father on his throne and equally shares his government over 
all”) uses expressions befitting the lowly state that he assumed 
on becoming incarnate®. ActuaUy the statement “Every 
thing was delivered to me by my Father” (Lk. 10, 22) refers 
to the preaching of the Gospel to the world, which Christ under¬ 
took in deference to the will of his Father*. Cyril is quite 
aware that there are heretics who distort this statement into 
an avowal of Christ’s own inferiority to his Father. Of many 
arguments, that he has at hand to refute this heresy, Cyril 
chooses the following: “For having said, ‘Every thing has been 
delivered to me by my Father’, thereby showing due deference 
to the mystery of the Incarnation and using at the same time 

' Ibid., pp. 275—276. 

* Ibid., p. 294. 

« PG 72, 672 C. 

* Payne Smith, op. cit. I, p. 303. 
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expressions befitting his manhood, Christ immediately reverts, 
as I said, to his own glory and supremacy, and shows that in no 
way whatever is he inferior to his Father. For what are the 
words which he spoke next? ‘No one knows who the Son is 
save the Father or who the Father is save the Son and that one 
to whom the Son will reveal the Father’ ” 


C. Examples from the Commentaries on the Pavline epistles 

For St. Cyril Paul is the fivaraycoydg par excellence We 
are not surprised that fivaxaycoylai or spiritual significations 
aboimd in his epistles. 

Our author tells us that in 2 Cor. 4, 4® Paul “theologizes” 
(^eoJjoyel) and describes the mystery of the Incarnation. Paul 
here calls the preaching of the apostles “an illumination of the 
gospel,of the glory of Christ”. Though Christ, God’s natural 
son, is the giver of the Holy Spirit, he was anointed with the oil 
of joy by God the Father. He is most correctly styled Christ, in 
that he assumed our species and appeared as man on this earth. 
Nor does the faith of the apostles envisage a mere man like one 
of us. No. They preach the Word of God who appeared in human 
form, and, who, though he is the Only-Begotten, is as the first¬ 
born among many brethren. SubstantiaDy and naturally he is 
the image of the Father. Even before the Incarnation the Logos, 
as God, was the impress and natural image of his Begetter. 
And when he became like one of us the Father’s image continued 
to inhere in him, though human nature existed in him because of 
the obcovofiia. Hence he must be regarded as one with his own 
flesh. Furthermore he is the image of the Father because, being 
God, he is generated from the Father according to nature^. 

^ PG 72, 672 C; Pajrne Smith, op. cit. I, p. 303. 

* Pusey 3, 363, 27 (= PG 74, 944 A); 366, 13 (= PG 74. 944 D). See 
also Pusey 3, 203, 21 (= PG 74, 809 A); 238, 4 (= PG 74, 846 A); 367, 
2ff. (= PG 74, 946 D). 

* “In their case the god of this world has blinded the minds of the 
imbelievers, to keep them from seeing the light of the gospel of the 
glory of Christ who is the likeness of God” (2 Cor. 4, 4). 

* Pusey 3, 341, 8fiF. (= PG 74, 931 DfiF.). 
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Another example: In 2 Cor. 6,1 speaking of the “terrestrial 
house of the tabernacles” Paul alludes jieQifpqaaxtx&Q to the 
body which dissolves at death, but will don the robe of incorrupt¬ 
ion at the resurrection*. 

Yet another example: Commenting on the expression ^Irjaovg 
XQuruog x^eg xal ar^fjLBQov 6 a&cdg xai elg roi^ alxbvag of Heb. 13, 8 
St. Cyril remarks that, of the expressions used of Christ, 
some are ^eojcQejtelg, such as “I in the Father and the Father in 
me” (Jn. 16, 10). Others are dv&QoxmmQenelgj such as “Now you 
are seeking to kill me, a man who has told you the truth” (Jn. 8, 
40). Others again are fdaai, such as the words from Hebrews 
just quoted. By means of them the inspired writer of Hebrews 
wishes to convey the idea that the Logos, who has the same 
nature as his imchangeable Father, underwent no change on 
becoming man*. The Christ-Logos divides time into three 
periods: the expression refers to the past (by it the Logos 
declares that he existed before his own birth according to the 
flesh); the term orffieQov envisages the present; and the expression 
Elg alcbvag concerns the future^. Yet Christ is one and un¬ 
divided®. And he who is designated as <5 x^eg xal mj/aegov is the 
same as him who says “Before Abraham was I am” (Jn. 8, 68). 
That is so because a true union ensured that the Logos, on 
becoming man, retained his divine natme and remained as he 
always was, namely, the non-beginning in time®. 

D, ConcltLsion 

The preceding examples show quite clearly that St. Cyril 
regards the Incarnation as a kind of incident or episode in the 
life of the Logos. Even when passing from the dazzling splen¬ 
dours of the Only-Begotten to the human activities of Christ 

^ „For we know that if the earthly tent we live in is destroyed, we 
have a building from God, a house not made with hands, eternal in the 
heavens’* (2 Cor. 5, 1). 

* Pusey 3, 344, Iff. (= PG 74, 940 B). 

» Pusey 3, 417, Iff. (= PG 74, 997 C). 

* PG 76, 136 B. 

» Pusey 3, 417, Iff. (= PG 74, 997 C). 

* PG 76, 136 B. 
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our author really never changes the direct object of his specula¬ 
tions. His constant anxiety is to maintain the absolute unity 
and total identity of the Logos with himself both before and 
after the Incarnation. It is to the one selfsame Logos that he 
ascribes everything which the Scriptures teD us about Christ’s 
being and activities. As a result of the Inccunation, the Logos 
is God and man at one and the same time: at times he acts as 
man {(bg &v&Qamog olxovofuxojg xai dv&Qomlv(OQ)j at other 
times he acts as God (c&c ^eog fier* i^avalag rfjg ^eoTtgenovg), 
One and the same Logos, equal and consubstantial to the Father, 
utters human and divine words {al dv&Qomivai xal ^sucai 
(fcovaC)^. Though St. Cyril’s Christology constantly stresses 
Christ’s unity, it takes cognizance of duality as well. But it 
is a duality which affects only what Scholastic Theology 
styles the termini of the activity of the Incarnate Word; it is 
found exclusively in the dual character, divine and human, 
of his works and attributes. Christ is one. And his activity 
unique, because his personality is one and divine*. What is 
predicated of him in the New Testament, or what he says or 
does, must be attributed to him either in his capacity as God 
or in his capacity as man*. Now, as regards Christ’s works 
and words, it is the former sphere which furnishes the objects 
of the spiritual sense of the New Testament, whereas the ob¬ 
jects of its literal sense belong to the latter. 

^ J. Lebon, Le monophysisme s^verien, Louvain 1909, pp. 467—468. 
Mgr. Lebon refers us to PG 77, 232 C and PG 76, 340 AB. 

• dtTTi)r ydQ nanaxrj rov tdlov nQoadmov dieathaaro Tijv TtaQaarcuatr, xal 

rd ^eiop iv iavrqt dwniginop d^UofJLa deucpvg, xai t 6 ngiTiov rfj dv&gam&uijTi fiircgov 
ot5x dndpXijTov noirjadfxevog did rijv olxovofiUxv (Pusey 2, 704, 24 £F. = PG 74, 
624 D); 'AvanXdxei ndXiv rep ^eamgenei rd dv&gamivov, xal fUfu>aal jrcog 6 Xdyog, 
in' dfitpcj pXincop, oike Xla» i^aigwv eig oXoxXrjgov i^ovalav re xai ddfop jiff 
^eongenfj rd rov )iiyovToq Tigdamnov, oihe eladnav xolq Tijg dv^gcunairjiog 
fAirgoig htidveiv ^d>r, dXk* §v ri rd i$ dfupoiv dvaxegawdg, ovdevdg xatv elgrjfihojf 
dnrjkXay/j^of, (Pusey 2, 671, Off. = PG 74, 488 D). See also Pusey 2, 
694, 7ff. (= PG 74, 612Dflf.). 

• J. Lebon, loo. cit. 
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Saint Augustin et les Libri Regnorum 

A. M. la Bonnabdi^e, Paris 

Nous voudrions d’aboro bien delimiter le sujet que nous 
avons voulu traitor. II ne s’agit pas d’exposer Tex^g^ des 
lAbri Regnorum^ par saint Augustin ni les conclusions d’ordre 
th^ologique qu’il en tire, bien que ces deux aspects de la 
question soient k Stre envisages en leur lieu. 

Notre tout premier but est d’essayer de determiner pourquoi, 
comment et en quelles circonstances precises saint Augustin 
a manifeste son interSt pour les Livres des Rfegnes. C’est done 
ici une contribution d’ ordre historique que nous desirous appor- 
ter k r etude de la reflexion de saint Augustin sur I’Ecriture 
Sainte. 

Get essai peut, croyons-nous, donner une assez bonne idee 
de la manifere, ou plutdt des maniferes par lesquelles saint Au¬ 
gustin a ete conduit k aborder TAncien Testament. Aucime 
systematisation, aucim plan de travail flxe It I’avance, aucune 
decision personneDe d’etudier pour eux-mSmes les Livres des 
Rois ni d’en donner un traite exegetique^. En revanche, nous 
saisissons sur le vif, k travers les commentaires brefs et dis¬ 
perses que saint Augustin a consacres aux Livres des R^gnes, 
Tactivite pastorale de I’eveque, sans cesse aux aguets des pro- 
blfemes de Theure et attentif k la conjoncture presente, qu’eDe 
soit de Hturgie, de catechfese, de poiemique, de correspondance 
amicale ou de technique philologique. II ne faudrait point 
croire que ce souci d’attention au present ait conduit saint 
Augustin k une exeg^se k tel point atomique et dispersee qu’on 
ne puisse qu’enregistrer ses references le plus fldeiement possible, 

^ Nous adoptons la tenninologie de saint Augustin: les Libri Regnorum 
englobent les deux livres de Scunuel et les deux livres des Rois. 

* Ebcception faite pour le livre 17 du de CiviUUe Dei. 
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selon Tordre chronologique, sans en tirer aucune loi directrioe. 
Bien au contraire: une analyse m^thodique nous permet de 
constater: d’abord, que T^veque d’Hippone a comments les 
Livres des Rois en certaines circonstances trfes precises, en dehors 
desqueDes ces livres bibliques ne trouvent aucune utilisation 
dans son oeuvre; — ensuite, que les thfemes des Livres des Rois 
qui ont retenu T attention de saint Augustin, peuvent etre 
suivis et rep^r^s k travers son oeuvre, avec une continuity et 
une permanence trfes remarquables; — enfin que cette inter- 
prytation des Livres des Rois gagnerait beaucoup k etre remise 
dans le courant gynyral de I’exygfese patristique. 

Le programme ainsi ynoncy dypasse les limites d’ une communi¬ 
cation^. Nous nous bomerons ici k esquisser les lignes maitresses 
de rhistoire de la ryflexion augustinienne sur les Livres des Rois. 

Saint Augustin appelle Livres des Regnes {Libri Regnorum) 
r ensemble des quatre livres bibliques dont les deux premiers 
sont dits de Samuel et les deux demiers proprement des Rois. 
H y a done pour saint Augustin (e’est k dire pour les versions 
latines des Septante dont il s’inspire) quatre Livres des Regnes, 
qui couvrent la pyriode allant de la vocation de Samuel k la 
dyportation de Babylone. 

L’oeuvre augustinienne renferme environ 480 citations des 
Libri Regnorum, k peu prfes un peu plus d’un centidme de toutes 
les citations scripturaires de saint Augustin. Encore faut-il 
distinguer soigneusement les citations explicites et les allusions: 
il est trfes fryquent que saint Augustin rysume ou yvoque ime 
page des Livres des Rygnes sans en citer aucim verset. 

Les ryfyrences augustiniennes aux Livres des Rfegnes appar- 
tiennent k sept contextes dififyrents: 

Ryponses aux consultations d’amis proches ou lointains. 

2° «Questions disputyes» entre les catholiques et les diflESrents 
milieux non catholiques qui mettaient en cause certains versets 
des Livres des Regnes. 

^ La repertoire des references augustiniennes aux Libri Regnorum 
doit paraitre dans la Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes au tome 2^ du 
Memorial Bardy, 1966. 
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3° Appel aux Livres des Rfegnes pour rexplicitation d’un certain 
nombre de versets du Psautier, en particulier des Titres des 
Psaumes. 

4® Ex4gfese des Livres des Rfegnes, en tant que livres proph4ti- 
ques dans le livre 17 de la Cit4 de Dieu. 

5® Ex^gfese Erudite, voire philologique, de quelques versets 
des Rois dans les Qiiaestiones in Heptateuchum, 6crites parallfele- 
ment k la Cit4 de Dieu. 

6® P^ricopes liturgiques extraites des Livres des Rdgnes. 

7® Usage trfes rare de quelques Episodes des Livres des Rdgnes, 
en tant que le 5 ons de morale pratique. 

S’il nous est impossible ici de reprendre dans toute son am- 
pleur r^tude de chacune de ces sept categories de references, 
nous pouvons du moins les replacer dans T ensemble de T oeuvre 
augustinienne et montrer leurs attaches avec les probfematiques 
dont elle sont des elements. 

I. Reponses aux consultations d’amis 

1® — En 396, Simplicianus de Milan interroge Augustin 
sur le sens litteral de six passages des Livres des Rois. Les Re- 
tractationes (II, I, 2) exposent ainsi ces questions: Harum prima 
est de eo quod scriptum est „Et insiliit Spiritus Domini in SallV^ 
(I Reg. 10, 10) cum alibi dicatur „Et spiritus Domini malus in 
SaUV\ (I Reg. 16, 14) ... Secunda questio est quomodo dictum sit 
..Paenitet me quod comtituerim regem SallV (I Reg. 16, II). 
Tertia utrum spiritus immundus qui erat in pythonissa, potuerit 
agere ut Samuel a SaUle videretur et loqueretur cum eo? (I Reg. 28, 
7—19). Quarta, de eo quod scriptum est: ,Jntravit rex David et 
sedit ante Dominum'' (II Reg. 7, 18). Quinta, de eo quod dixit 
Elias: „Domine, testis hujus viduae cum qua ego inhabito apud 
ipsam, tu male fecisti occidere filium ejus'' (III Reg. 17, 20). 
Dans les Retractations, saint Augustin ne parle pas de la sixieme 
question de Simplicien, portant sur T esprit de mensonge qui 
trompa Achab (III Reg. 22, 20—23) et dont la solution termine 
le second livre de la reponse k Simplicien (ad Simplicianum II) 
consacre tout entier aux Livres des R^gnes. 
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2° — En 414 ou 416, Evode d’Uzale (Epist. 168, 6) interroge 
saint Augustin sur la pythonisse d’Endor (I Reg. 28, 14). 

3° — Nous savons par le De Anima et ejua origine (2, 12, 17; — 

3, 6, 7; — 4, 19, 29) qu*en 419—420 Vincent Victor comprenait 
mal les versets des Rdgnes concemant la mauvaise mis^ricorde de 
Saiil (I Reg. 16, 19); la signification du souffle d’Elis4e (IV Reg. 

4, 34—36); le cas de la proph^tesse d’Endor. 

4® — En 422, Augustin r^pond aux huit questions du tribun 
Dulcitius, parmi lesquelles deux concemaient les Livres des 
Rfegnes: Tune sur la pythonisse d’Endor; 1’autre sur le verset 
« J’ai choisi David selon mon cosur (III Reg. 8, 16). 

II. Questions disput4es 

A. — Avec les Manich^ens. — Les discussions sur les 
Livres des Regnes se rattachent k la pol6mique manich6enne 
centre les Prophfetes: le Contra Fausium (liv. 12, 13, 22, 32) 
et le Contra Adversarium Legis et Prophetae, I’un en 397—398, 
r autre en 419, nous renseignent sur les deux motifs de condam- 
nation des Prophfetes par les Manichtens: ils leur reprochaient 
de n* avoir rien annonc4 concemant le Christ et d’avoir men6 
une vie immorale. En ce qui regarde la partie de I’histoire du 
peuple juif racont4e par les Livres des Rfegnes, les faits incrimin^s 
se ramfenent k trois series: David se voyait reprocher le trop 
grand nombre de ses femmes (II Reg. 6, 13), son adultfere (II 
Reg. 11, 4), la mort d’Urie (II Reg. 11, 26); — Salomon, ses 
nombreuses femmes idolatres (cf. Contra Faustum 22, 6); — 
la cruaut4 du Dieu des Juifs 4tait d4nonc4e dans 1’affaire du 
d4nombrement de David (II Reg. 24, 2), dans la terrible pimi- 
tion des enfants qui s’6taient moqu6s d’Elis4e (IV Reg. 2, 
23—24), dans la mort des fils d’H41i (I Reg. 2, 14)^. 

La r^ponse d’Augustin tient en trois arguments: la constata- 
tion des p4ch4s par I’Ecriture n’est pas une approbation; les 
faits incrimin4s doivent etre remis dans leur contexte pour 

^ Cf. Alfeiric, L'Evolution intellectuelle de saint Augustin, Paris, 
1918, p. 177, n. 4: t^moignage de Titus de Bostra sur les accusations 
manich6ennes centre Elie et Elis4e. 
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6tre valablement jug6s; enfin tout TAnoien Testament a valeur 
de Proph^tie. 

B. — Avec les Donatistes. — Deux categories de versets 
sont k considerer: ceux que mettaient en cause les Donatistes, 
ceux qu’Augustin leur retorquaient comme arguments poie- 
miques: 


1° — Versets donatistes: 

I Reg. 2, 26: Si peccaverit populua, orabit pro eo sacerdos ; si 
auiem sacerdos peccaverit, quia orabit pro eo? (Contra litt.PeL2, 
106 [240]; En. in Ps. 36, s. 2, 20). 

I Reg. 2, 30: Eos qui me clarificant, clarificabo; et qui me 
spemit, spemetur (Contra Epist. Parm. 2, 19 [38]). 

Ill Reg. 2 (11—13), 12 (20) (annonce k Salomon de la division 
du royaume; Juda a seulement deux tribus): Les Donatistes 
voyaient dans ce texte la justification de leur scWsme, puisque, 
disaient ils, la verite est du c6te du petit nombre (De Unitate 
Ecclesiae 13, 33). 

Ill Reg. 13: Le cas du prophfete, envoye k Samarie pour 
reprimander Jeroboam, avec interdiction de manger ni de boire 
dans le pays, prouve, au dire des Donatistes, qu’il ne faut pas 
frayer avec les p^cheurs (cf. la Lettre des Donatistes, le troisidme 
jour de la Conference de 411, et la reponse d’Augustin dans 
Vad Don. post Coll. 20, 29). 

Ill Reg. 19, 3 et 21: fuite d’Elie et d'Elisee au desert (memes 
references que pour le verset precedent). 

Ill Reg. 21, 6, 7, 13: fautes de Jezabel et d’Achab, argument 
donne par Petilien dans son procds des Rois bibliques (Contra 
liU. Pet. 2, 92 [202]). 

2° — Arguments augustiniens: 

a) Les sacramenta peuvent continuer d’exister chez les pe- 
cheurs et chez les heretiques (centre la „rebaptisation“ donatiste): 
en effet, 1’Arche du Testament, mSme aux mains de ses ennemis 
(I Reg. 4, 11), n’a rien perdu de sa premiere sanctification 
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(ContraOaud. 2, 10 [11]). — Saiil a b4n4fici4 du don de proph^tie 
apr^s son p6ch6 (I Reg. 10, 10 et 16, 14), ce qui signifie que la 
proph4tie pent demeurer ind^pendante de la charity {ad Simp, 
2, q. 1, 10; de Bapt. 3, 16 [21]; 1, 9 [12]). — David ne se d^partit 
jamais de son respect pour Saiil, le «oint» de Yahv4: Fonction 
re 5 ue demeure aprfes la reprobation {Epist, 87, 9; ad Simpl. 11, 
q. 1, 4). 

b) La presence des pecheurs et des hommes iniques ne porte 
aucun prejudice aux saints avec lesquels ils vivent: en efifet, 
Samuel ofifre le sacrifice devant Saiil, aprfes le peche de ce dernier 
(I Reg. 15) et il n’en est pas souilie {post Coll, ad Don, 20, 29). 
Les iniquites du royaume d* Israel n’ont en rien blesse les 7000 
qui n’ ont pas plie le genou devant Baal et que loue le Seigneur 
en face d’Elie qui se decourage (III Reg. 19,18) (cf. Ps, cord, 
partem Don, \ de Unit, Eccl, 13, 33; Cont. Cresc, 4, 46 (54); post 
Coll, ad Donat, 20, 29 de Civ, Dei 17, 22. Les saints comme 
Samuel et David ont toiere auprfes d’eux les pecheurs {Epist, 43). 

c) La condition normale, ici-bas, c’est le melange des bons 
et des mechants; la maison de David n’echappe pas k la rfegle 
(II Reg. 13, 14; 16, 12) cf. Epist. 78, 8. 

d) Defense des Rois et des mesures qu’ils prennent pour 
punir les coupables: David trouve un refuge chez un roi 
etranger (I Reg. 27); Elie court devant le char d*un roi (III 
Reg. 18, 44); Elisee ofifre k la femme d’implorer pour eDe la 
faveur du roi (IV Reg. 4, 13); Josias et Ezechias ont servi Dieu 
(IV Reg. 18, 4, IV Reg. 23,4—20); Elie a puni les faux pro- 
phetes (III Reg. 18); cf. Contra litt. Pet, 2, 19 (43); 2, 92 (204); 
Epist, 185, 5 (19). 

e) Mystdre de T expansion de TEglise, prefiguree par le don 
des langues (II Reg. 12, 12) cf. Contra litt. Pet, 2, 32 (74) et En, 
in Ps, 18, s. 2, 6. 

f) Les h6r4tiques possfedent T Esprit Saint pour leur perte, 
non pour leur salut, k la manidre de Saiil poss4d4 par T esprit 
de Dieu {de Baptismo 3, 16 [21] et 6, 24 [34]). 

g) Le souci de Timit^ doit 6tre gard4 avant tout: Tunit^ 
du Royaume console David de la mort d’Absalon {Contra 
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Owud.l, 22, [25]; Epist. 185, 8 [32]; Epiat. 204, 2). Saint 
Cyprien s’est inspire du jugement de Salomon (de Bapt, 6, 
25 [48]). 

h) Condamnation des suicides donatistes: punition du meurtrier 
de Saiil, bien que celui-ci ait demand^ de Tachever (Epist, 
204, 5). Condamnation de la soi-disant vertu de Razias (II Reg. 
2 et III Reg. 2, mis en parallfele avec II Macch. 14, 41) bien 
inf4rieur h David et Salomon, malgr6 leurs p6cli4s. C’est la 
cause qui fait le martyre: sont martyrs les victimes de Jezabel, 
non ceDes d’Elie (III Reg. 18, 4 et 18, 40): Epist, 93, 6. 

C. -Avec les Paiens. — Par le Comte Marcellinus et par 
Volusien (correspondance de Thiver 411—412), saint Augustin 
eut connaissance des pages des Livres des Rfegnes all6gu6es 
par les paiens (objections de Porphyre): centre les miracles du 
Christ, ils mettaient en avant les prodiges r4alis4s avant lui: 
d6ji, Elie et Elis^ avaient ressuscit4 des morts: III Reg. 17, 
22—24; IV Reg. 4, 29—35; IV Reg. 13, 21 (le fils de la veuve de 
Sarepta; le fils de la Shunamite; Thomme qui a touch6 les osse- 
ments d’Elis6e). La discussion, apparue dans VEpist, 137 k 
Volusien, & la fin de 411, affleure dans les En, in Ps, 90,1; — 129, 
9 et dans VIn Jo, Ev, Tr, 91, 2. H s’agit chaque fois d’6tablir 
la valeur sur^minente des miracles du Christ par rapport k 
ceux de ses pr4decesseurs. 

D. -Avec les P^lagiens. — La presence des Livres des 
R^gnes dans T immense controverse antip61agienne pourrait 
passer inaper 9 ue: 35 citations environ, en comptant celles d6jk 
mentionn^ dans le de Anima et ejus Origine (r^ponses k Vin¬ 
cent Victor). Leur int^ret est surtout dans leur nouveaut^: 
19 environ ne se trouvent dans aucime autre des oeuvres de 
saint Augustin; 11 ne sont cities qu’une seule fois; c’est assez 
dire leur caractdre accidentel, et du meme coup le peu de place 
qu’elles avaient dans la pens6e habituelle d’Augustin; eDes ne 
sont d’aiUeurs utilis6es qu’en tant qu’arguments de discussion. 
Les thfemes mSmes, repris des oeuvres ant^rieures, une fois 
plongds dans le bain anti-p41agien, changent de reflet: III Reg. 
19, 18: r allusion aux 7000 hommes qui n’ont pas fl4chi le genou 
devant Baal est cit4e d^sormais k travers Rom. II, 2—5 et dans 
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un contexte sur la Grace (de Civ. Dei 17, 22; Sermon 100; dc 
Dono Pers. 18, 47). 

I Reg. 16, 14: le mauvais esprit de Dieu en Saiil devient la 
preuve que le p6oh6 est peine du p4cli4. (Contra Jut. 6, 3, 8.) 

II Reg. 12, 13; le thfeme du repentir de David n’est 6voqu4 
que pour montrer le maintien du chatiment: ainsi en va-t-il 
de la mort (de Pecc. mer. et Rom. 2, 34, 66). 

I Reg. 24, 7 et 26, 9: David 6pargne Saiil: du fait que le pouvoir 
est donn4, la n4cessit4 ne s’impose pas par eDe-mfime (de Spiritu 
et Littera 31, 64). 

III Reg. 19, 8 et IV Reg. 2, 2: Elie et Enoch ne doivent 
sans doute pas manger pr6sentement. 

Les themes plus sp4cifiquement antip41agiens sont au nombre 
de quatre; ils constituent quatre petits dossiers: 

1° — centre P41age, appel k III Reg. 8, 46: universalisme de 
la condition p^cheresse (de Spiritu et litt. 36, 66; Epist. 167, 4. 
De Natura et Oratia 7, 8)^. 

2° — Escarmouches avec Julien d’Eclane: 

La premiere a pour objet le problfeme du transfert de la respon- 
sabilit4 peccamineuse des parents sur les fils; en un premier 
temps, Augustin oppose k Julien le d^nombrement de David 
et la peine subie par les autres; Roboam puni de la faute de 
Salomon; le chatiment port6 par le fils d’Achab (Contra Jut. 6, 
10, 28 et 26, 82). En un second temps (Opus imp. cord. Jul. 30, 
62, 67), sur une objection de Julien relative k Amasias ^pargnant 
les fils des meurtriers de son pfere (IV Reg. 14, 6—6), Augustin 
reprend les exemples all4gu6s dans le Contra Jul. k 1’exception 
du premier 2. 

La seconde escarmouche conceme le p4ch6, peine du p6ch4: 
Augustin reprend deux thdmes familiers: le d6mon de Saiil 
(Contra Jul. 6, 3, 8) et T esprit de mensonge d’Achab (Op. imp. 
contra Jul. 4, 34). 


1 Sur III Reg. 8, 46, cf. noire article Les commentaires simultan^s 
de Mat. 6, 12 et de 1 Jo. I, 8, dans R. des Et. Aug. 1955 vol. I, 2. p. 137, 
Note 20. 

* L’affaire du d^nombrement de David appartient d6j4 k la contro- 
verse manich6enne. 
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La troisi^me se rattache k la grande controverse loi-grace: 
empruntant cette fois son argumentation k ime p6ricope qui 
devait etre liturgique, saint Augustin compare la loi et la gr&ce 
au baton et k la personne d’ Elis6e (IV Reg. 4, 29, 36): le m6me 
expose se retrouve successivement dans le Sermon 26, 10 (18 
octobre 418), le Sermon 136, 6 (418—420), le Cont. dvjas Epist. Pel. 
4, 6, 11 (419), YEn. in Pa. 70, S. I, 19 (v.; 418). 

3° — Correspondance avec les moines d’Hadrumfete: dans 
le de Oratia et Libero arbitrio, Augustin reprend ime argumen¬ 
tation du Contra Julianum (6, 3—4). H montre que les volont4s 
des hommes sont dans la puissance de Dieu et il donne en exem- 
ples: rhomme qui a maudit David, Achitophel, Roboam, Ama- 
sias (II Reg. 16, 10; 17, 14; III Reg. 12, 16; IV Reg. 14, 9). 
Dans le de Correp. et Oratia 14, 16, Augustin cite les vaiUants 
qui accompagnent Saul et dont Dieu avait touch6 le coeur 
(I Reg. 10, 26—27). 

4 ® — Ce dernier texte devient k son tour un objet de dis¬ 
cussion entre Hilaire de Marseille et Augustin {Epist. 226, 7 et 
De Praed. aanct. 20, 42), en 428—429. 


HI. Les Psaumes comment6s k Taide des Libri Regnorum 

Les deux premieres categories de citations scripturaires tiroes 
des Livres des Rfegnes ont 6t6, nous Tavons vu, impos^es k 
saint Augustin par des circonstances exterieures k son choix 
personnel, meme quand il prend 1’initiative de T argumentation, 
dans la riposte aux Donatistes. D’autre part, jusqu’i present, 
nous avons remarqu^ que TinterSt des correspondants ou des 
antagonistes porte k peu prds exclusivement sur la valeur de 
preuve qu’apporte tel ou tel passage des Livres des R^gnes. 
Seules les r^ponses k Simplicianus revMent im souci ex^g^tique. 

Les Enarrationes in Psalmoa nous ouvrent une perspective 
toute nouveDe. Saint Augustin utilise les Libri Regnorum comme 
orchestration des versets des Psaumes. H ne peut 6tre question 
ici d’exposer dans toute son ampleur et sa signification cette 
ex^gfese simultan6e. Non seulement la place nous est mesur^e, 
mais smiiout le respect de Tordre des objets nous oblige k t6- 
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server cette 4tude pour un des chapitres d’une histoire de la 
reflexion de saint Augustin sur les Psaumes. C’est en effet du 
point de vue du Psautier qu’il faut dans les En, in Ps. envisager 
les lAbri Regnorum. L’utilisation de ces demiers par saint 
Augustin n’est done pas encore spontan6e: e’est tel verset psal- 
mique qui rem^more tel fait de 1’histoire biblique. Mais ici la 
valeur des commentaires des Libri Regnorum vient du climat 
ex4g6tique et th^ologique dans lequel ils sont 4voqu6s et 
expliqu^s. 

Le cas privil4gi6 de cette relation entre Psaumes et lAbri 
Regnorum est pour saint Augustin le cas des titres des Psaumes. 
26 titres de Psaumes sont expliqu^s au moyen des Livres des 
Rfegnes: 3 — 7 — 17 — 26 — 33 — 44 — 46 — 60—61 —63 — 
54 _ 55 _ 56 — 68 — 69 — 64 — 72 — 83 — 84 — 78 — 85 — 
96 — 126 — 142 — 143. L'appel au t^moignage des Livres des 
Rfegnes sert k prouver la r4alit4 historique de T^vfenement 
auquel se r^ffere le titre en question. En une seconde demarche, 
saint Augustin d^montre que cette r6alit4 doublement affirm^e 
par les Psaumes et par les Livres des Rfegnes est porteuse d*une 
signification proph4tique qui ne trouve sa realisation parfaite 
que dans le mystfere du Christ et de son Eglise. On devine Tin- 
teret qu’il peut y avoir k lire chaque Psaume dans cet edairage. 

Outre les titres des Psaumes, certains versets appartenant 
particulierement k des Psaumes dits historiques (Psaumes 
60 — 88 — 77 etc.) beneficient de cette meme methode d’exegfese. 
Trfes sp^cialement le mystfere de David est ainsi etudie. 

IV. Le temps des Rdgnes dans Thistoire de la Cite de Dieu 

Les Libri Regnorum constituent en partie T armature scrip- 
turaire d’un des quatre livres consacres par saint Augustin k 
retracer T histoire du progres de la Cite de Dieu. Le livre 15® 
raconte Tenfance de cette Cite jusqu*& Noe, age du mutisme 
dont il ne reste rien {de Civ, Dei 16, 43). Le livre 16® decrit 
Tage pueril et T adolescence de la Cite deDieu: deNoe k David 
en passant par Abraham. Au livre 17®, saint Augustin aborde 
la jeunesse de la Cite de Dieu et il la caracterise en la presentant 
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comme Tage propre des Prophfetes, encore qu’il y ait eu avant 
ce temps des hommes dou6s d’inspiration proph^tique. La 
jeunesse de la Cit4 de Dieu — saint Augustin V a souvent r6p4t4 — 
s’4tend de David k la deportation de Babylone. Au debut du 
livre 17 de la Cite de Dieu, les limites de la periode sont plus 
exactement fixees: du Prophete Samuel au retour de la captivite 
Cette fois, saint Augustin etudie les Libri Regnorum pour 
eux-memes. Les modemes que nous sommes ne laissent pas 
d’etre d’abord un peu deroutes par Tusage qu’il en fait. C’est 
qu’il a un but tres determine, celui de montrer comment 
s’ebauche, au temps des Rfegnes, la Cite de Dieu qui se realisera 
d’abord, dans le temps, en Jesus-Christ et son Eglise et ensuite, 
dans I’eschatologie, en la Jerusalem celeste. Nous n’entrons 
pas — ce n’est pas ici notre propos — dans la theologie augusti- 
nienne des Livres des Regnes. Notons seulement les grandes pages 
retenues par saint Augustin: le Cantique d’Anne mfere de Samuel 
(I Reg. 2,1—10); — la prediction faite k Heii par un homme de 
Dieu concemant le changement de I’ancien sacerdoce (I Reg. 11, 
27, 36); — la prediction faite par Samuel k Saul du changement 
de royaute (I Reg. 13, 13—14); — mime prediction renouveiee 
avec plus de virulence (I Reg. 15, 23—29); — 1’episode de la 
Pierre de secours (I Reg. 7, 9—12); — la grande prophetic de 
Nathan k David (II Reg. 7, 8—16) trfes longuement glosee et 
commentee k I’aide des Psaumes71 et surtout 88; — la prifere 
de David apr^s la prophetie de Nathan (II Reg. 7, 19—27). 
On aura remarque, k 1’enumeration de ces textes, qu’il s’agit 
uniquement de propheties; la suite du livre 17 de la Cite de 
Dieu commente quelques-unes des propheties de David lui-meme, 
k savoir les Psaumes 44 — 109 — 3 — 40 — 67; et les livres 
prophetiques de Salomon. Pourquoi ce choix? Toute la dialec- 
tique du livre 17 peut etre resumee en ime phrase: substitution 
du sacerdoce d’Heii k Samuel, substitution de la royaute de 
Saul k David signifient I’une et 1’autre le mystfere du passage 
du sacerdoce et de la royaute de T Ancien Testament k un sacer¬ 
doce nouveau et k une royaute nouvelle, unis tous deux en la 


^ Cf. BUT cette question le travail encore inedit du R. P. Luneau. 
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seule personne du Christ, Pretre et Roi de la nouveDe alliance; 
en outre, s’accomplit dans le Christ la promesse de la Maison 
que doit construire le Fils de David. Le Christ J^sus est le «oint» 
par excellence et en lui sont oints tous ceux de sa maison, 
TEglise (de Civ. Dei 17, 4, 9)^. 

V. Utilisation Erudite des Libri Regnorum 

Parallfelement k la redaction de la Cit6 de Dieu et k celle de 
certaines des grandes Enarrationes in Psalmoa dict^es, il semble 
bien que saint Augustin ait 4crit les notes plus ou moins longues 
dont r ensemble constitue les Locutiones et les Q'uaestiones in 
Ueptaieuchum. II y mentionnait ou meme y exposait les difficulty 
d’ordre grammatical, historique ou ex4g4tique que lui offraient 
les livres de la Bible, au cours de la lecture suiviequ’ilenafaite 
en composant la Cit4 de Dieu. Cependant, malgr^ son d^sir il n’a 
pas consacr^ im livre special aux versets difficiles des Libri 
Regnorum. Les Qiuiestiones in Heptateuchum s’arretent k la 
fin du Livre des Juges. Mais eUes ne renferment pas moins de 
33 citations des Libri Regnorum: citations brfeves destinies k 
clarifier le sens d’un mot, k expliquer im verset de Josu^ ou 
des Juges, k donner la documentation sur laquelle s’appuie tel 
d^veloppement de la Cit4 de Dieu (la question 21 du livre 6 
des Quaestiones expliquant longuement comment la grande ex¬ 
tension prise par le royaume de Salomon a r6alis6 la premifere 
promesse de Dieu k Abraham (Gen. 16, 18) prepare le chapitre 
2 du livre 17 de la Cit6 de Dieu). 

VI. Livres des Rfegnes et Litmgie 

Les p6ricopes des Livres des R^gnes qui servaient de lectures 
liturgiques k certains jours de I’ann^e semblent bien avoir 
4te tr&s rares k Hippone au temps de saint Augustin. On peut 
cependant en distinguer deux ou trois: 

1° — La p6ricope d’Elie et de la veuve de Sarepta (in Reg. 
17): elle est attest^e comme lecture liturgique par les Sermons 

^ Quelques citations sporadiques des Libri Regnorum se trouvent 
dans les livres 10, 18, 20 et 21 de la Cit4 de Dieu. 
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11 —239 — Lambot R. B. 1938 — In Jo, Tr, Ev. 5, 6. Cette 
lecture appartenait sdrement & la cat4ch&se pascale, mais nous 
ne saurions trancher pour affirmer si elle 4tait pr6-baptismale 
ou post-pascale. En tout cas, I’insistance sur le thfeme de 
Tauindne & propos de la veuve de Sarepta ne laisse aucun doute 
sur le climat quadrag&imal de cette predication. 

2° — Le thfeme du jeiine d’Elie (III Reg. 19, 8) rapproche 
de celui de Moise et de celui du Seigneur semble appartenir & la 
periode du CarSme (Sermons 205, 210; Epist. 36 et 65); il est 
rappeie pendant le temps pascal (Sermon 252 ; In Jo, Ev, Tr, 15 et 
17) et surtout pendant le temps de TAscension et de la Pente- 
cote (Sermons 264, 270): en efiFet le mystdre du nombre 40 est 
ici en jeu et Ton sait Timportance que lui attache saint Augustin. 
Cependant faut-il en conclure qu’i un jour donn4 de Tann^e 
liturgique, les r^cits des trois jeflnes 4taient lus successivement? 
La question reste pos4e. 

3® — La p4ricope de la resurrection par Elisee du fils de la 
Shunamite (IV Reg. 4, 29—37) est rapproch6e de celle de la 
resurrection par Elie du fils de la veuve de Sarepta dans la 
controverse avec les paiens. Le rapprochement n*est-il dfi qu’i 
cette circonstance ou la Liturgie I’imposait-elle aussi k saint 
Augustin (cf. Sermon 136)? Nous avons deji rencontre ce thfeme 
d’Elisee engage dans la controverse manicheenne et dans la 
controverse peiagienne. H parait tr^s connu de tous les parte- 
naires d’Augustin. 


VII. Libri Regnorum, source d’exemples moraux 

Au titre de recueil de le 9 ons morales, les lAbri Regnorum ne 
sont 4 peu prfes pas utilises par saint Augustin. A peine peut-on 
relever quelques notations dans trois lettres (Epist, 130,16, 29; — 
133, 2; — 228, 10) et dans le De Cura gerenda pro mortuis 
(n 7 et 9). 

A la fin d’un expose trop incomplet et trop sec, qu’on nous 
permette de degager les traits dominants de cette histoire de la 
pena6e de saint Augustin sur les Libri Regnorum, La reflexion 
de reveque d’Hippone ne s’est jamais attachee aux Livres 
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des R^gnes dans lenr ensemble: pen nombrenx en definitive 
sent les versets et les passages qu’il commente ou cite; en re¬ 
vanche certains reviennent plusieurs fois dans son oeuvre. Nous 
savons maintenant les raisons qui ont dicte ce choix. Raisons 
le plus souvent exteriem^ au choix spontane d’Augustin, 
ce qui donne k ses commentaires des Livres des Regnes leur 
caractere relatif. Le bilan serait finalement assez pauvre et 
presque d^cevant s’il n’y avait, dans les En. in Pa. et dans la 
Cite de Dieu, les commentaires des grandes propheties des Livres 
des Rfegnes: les dix-septifeme livre de la Cite de Dieu est k cet 
egard un chef-d'oeuvre. II faut remarquer d’ailleurs que e’e^t 
autour de ce livre que se groupent en grande partie les autres 
commentaires augustiniens des Livres des Regnes: il y a une 
sorte de coincidence chronologique entre Cite de Dieu, grandes 
EN. in Ps. dictecs, Quaestiones in Heptateuchum, controverse 
anti-peiagienne. L’unite de tout cet ensemble, e’est la constant® 
reference au Christ, qu’ont annonce les Prophetes. 
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Ephrem et 1’ascendance davidique du Christ 

L. Lbloib O. S. B., Clervaux 

A partir de la r^cente r^^dition, en 1963, de la version ar- 
m^nienne du commentaire d’Ephrem sur le Diatessaron, et de 
sa nouvelle traduction, en 1954^, je voudrais donner un 4chan- 
tillon des problfemes que soulfeve cet ouvrage, et des renouvelle- 
ments de position auxquels il oblige. 

En 1881, dans la revue Zeitschrifb fiir Eichengeschichte*, 
Ad. Hamack, utilisant la traduction d’Aucher-Moesinger^ a 
consacr6 un long article k analyser les rapports entre Tatien 
et Marcion. Apr6s avoir rappel6 le t^moignage de Th^odoret, 
selon lequel Tatien to dca reaadQcov ?caXovfi£vov awri&eixev Evayyi^ 
hoVy rag re yevea}oylaQ TiSQtxdtpag, xal rd &XXa 8aa ix aniqiwxog Aafild 
xard adgxa yeyewrjfjLhov t6v Kvqvov delxwaiv^^ Ad. Hamack, 4 
Tappui des affirmations de Th6odoret, non-seulement dressait, 
mais augmentait la liste des passages 4vang61iques oil le Christ 
est dit fils de David, et qui sont passes sous silence par Ephrem: 
„Die Stellen Matth. 9, 27; 12, 23; 22, 42f.; Luc. 1, 27; 1, 69; 
2, 4. Joh. 7, 42 (und Parallelen) sind nicht zu controUieren, da 
die Perikopen fehlen...^“ 


^ C S C O de Louvain, 137/Arm. 1 et 146/Arm. 2. Ce double ouvrage, 
public p€ur moi sous le litre: Saint Ephrem. Commentaire de r^vcmgile 
concordant. Version arm^nienne, sera toujours design^, au cours de cet 
article, par les simples initiales EC (= Evcuigile Concordant). 

* rV (1881), p. 471—606, Tatian’s Diatessaron und Marcion*s Commen- 
tar zum Evangelium bei Ephraem Syrus. 

* Evangelii concordantis expositio, facta a scuicto Ephraemo, doctore 
syro, in latinum translata a R. P. loanne Baptista Aucher, Mechitarista, 
cuius versionem emendavit, adnotationibus illustravit et edidit Dr. 
Georgius Moesinger, Venise. 1876. 

« PG 83. 372 A. 

» Art. cit6, p. 479. 
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Ce jugement d’Hamack, plus influence, semble-t-il, par les 
affirmations de Th4odoret que par la r6alit4 des faits, est im 
specimen, entre plusieurs autres, de ces opinions toutes faites 
auxquelles le commentaire d’Ephrem, vu dans une lumiere 
objective, impose d’apporter rectification. 

A. Voobus qni, dans son livre recent: Early Versions of the 
New Testament, reprend, lui aussi sans discussion, le jugement 
de Th4odoret^, parait victime du meme pr^jug6. 

L’on peut en effet retrancher aussitot de la liste d’Hamack 
Luc II, 4, cit^ deux fois, dans les § 25—26 du ch. I de mon Edi¬ 
tion et de ma traduction, et selon la teneur insistante: Ambo 
de domo David erant. L’on retrouve cette teneur dans le commen¬ 
taire d’Ephrem de 2 Tim., II, 8, car il y rappelle qu’il a 6t6 dit 
de Marie et de loseph efe erkok^in i tane dawfi ein, quod ambo 
de domo David erant^. Ephrem ne se contente pas d’affirmer 
r ascendance davidique de loseph: did to elvai avrov iS oixov 
xal TtaTQiag Aafild, ditle Textus Receptus. .. Avec la syc et Aph- 
raate®, Ephrem pr4sente 1’ascendance davidique comme doub- 
lement garantie, et du c6t6 patemel, et du c6t4 matemel. Luc U, 
4 est d’ailleurs accompagn6 de la citation de Luc I, 32: Dabit ei 
Dominus Deus thronum David, cit4 deux fois, avec, la deuxifeme 
fois, dans les deux mss A et B, 1’ addition patris sui, de la cita¬ 
tion encore de 2 Tim., II, 8: Memento tu lesu Christi, qui a 
mortuis resurrexit, qui foetus est ex semine domus David. 

Isho^ dad, aprte Ephrem et sous son influence, dira ^galement 
que la formule: De domo David est commune k loseph et k Marie^. 
The Pepysian Oospd Harmony^, suppose dans I’^vangile primi- 
tif une formule 6quivalente k la teneur de Luc II, 4 chez Ephrem: 
,,/or Pat he was comen of pe kynde of pe king David Pat was of 
Bedleem, and his wif also'\ „nam veniebat ex stirpe regis David, 
id est ex Bethlehem; et eius uxor quoque.'' Le Diatessaron n4er- 

^ Stockholm, 1964, p, 16, 

* Srboyn Ep*remi Matenagrut'iunk', T. Ill, Venise, 1836, p. 251. 
1. 7—8. 

* P. Syr. II, 64, 21: tifh^n mn bjfth (Aphraate add dd^ifjd. 

* Cfr. J. Rondel Harris, Fragments of the CJommontary of Ephrem 
Synis upon the Diatessaron. Londres, 1896, p. 27. 

* Edition Margery Gk>ates. Londres, 1922, p. 6, 1. 2—4. 
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landais fait siiivie la citation de Luc 1,27 de la remarque (ch. Ill): 
Deae man en dese magt warm beide van davids gealechte^, Hie 
homo et haec virgo erant ambo ex progenie David. Et, aprfes 
la reproduction de la g6n6alogie selon Matthieu, il dit (ch. VIII): 
„mar alle die hier ghenumt syn si warm vordren onser vrowen 
also wale alse Josephs, want joseph en onse vrowe waren van enen 
geslegte. en deen den andren na belanc""^, ,,sed hi omnes qui hie 
nominati sunt erant parmtes nostrae dominae simul ac Joseph; 
nam Joseph et nostra domina erant ex una progenie, et unus alteri 
proxime cognatus eraV 

L’on pent encore retrancher de la liste d’Hamack Joh., VTI, 
42, cit4 dans E C XVIII, 7: Ex Bethlehem vico oriturus est Chris- 
tus, confirmant la citation de Mich., V, 1; Matth., 11, 6 , i E C 
IV, 19: Ex Bethlehem dux exiit. 

II est bien vrai qu’Ephrem ne cite pas Matth., IX, 27, oil 
deux aveugles orient k Notre-Seigneur: iXhjaov fyiaQ, vlog 
Aavid, Miserere nostri, fili David. Mais il cite par contre, k EC 
XV, 22, Marc. X, 47; Jjuc XVIII, 38, oil un aveugle dit k Notre- 
Seigneur: Fili David, et cette invocation est cit6e trois fois. 

A EC XVin, 2, Ephrem reproduit MaUh., XXI, 16: Clarm- 
bant pueri et dicebant: Benedictio filio David. 

Nier done que les citations ^vang61iques du commentaire 
d* Ephrem soient une claire affirmation de rorigine davidique 
du Christ, e’est nier T Evidence meme. 

A plusieurs reprises du reste, Ephrem, au cours de son com¬ 
mentaire, sans citer explicitement des textes 6vang61iques, 
dit que le Christ est fils de David, ou originaire de Bethlehem 
(EC n, 1; III, 2, 3, 5; IV, 3, 19; XXI, 12; Append. II, 1). 

Dans les citations syriaques ^parses dans les Editions des 
oeuvres d’Ephrem, et extraites de passages authentiques, je 
relfeve en outre la mention de Matth., XXII, 42: Christvs cuius 
filius est?^, et ime I, 32: Dabit ei Dominus Deus sedem David 


^ Edition Plooij-Phillips-Bamouw, Amsterdam, 1929, p. 9—10. 

* Ibid., p. 20. 

* Cfjp. Thomas Josephus Lamy, Sancti Ephraem Syri Hymni et 
Sermones, T. I, Mechliniae, 1882, p. 676, 4. 
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patfia ou Tascendance davidique du Christ est ime fois 

insinu^e, une autre fois clairement affirm^e. 

Tous les passages dont Hamack croyait remarquer F absence 
dans Ephrem, se trouvent dans les Diatessarons arabe, latin, 
n^erlandais et v6nitien, tous k nouveau, sauf MaUh., XII, 23, 
dans le Diatessaron perse. 

Ad. Hamack remarquait encore: „Die Genealogien fehlen 
wirklich ganzlich; Ephraem hat sie schwerlich zufallig iiber- 
gangen... II est exact qu’Ephrem ne cite pas d’614ments de 
g6n4alogie, mais il est tout aussi exact qu’il semble la supposer 
dans un passage fort enchevetr6, et dont 1’importance a, sans 
doute pour ce motif, 6chapp4 k Hamack. Apr^s avoir dit que 
la descendance de David se prolonge jusqu’i Joseph (y^permansit 
genus Davidis usque ad losephum**). Ephrem explique pourquoi 
la sainte Ecriture ne parle pas de Tascendance de Marie: 
quod tacuit Scriptura (de Mariae generey hoc est) quia genera viri 
numeral et compuUxt'^ (EC I, 26): TEcriture se borne k faire 
mention de la g4n4alogie des hommes... H y a, dans cette phrase 
d’Ephrem, un indice s^rieux qu’il trouvait, dans I’^vangile 
qu’il commente, une g^n^alogie allant de David k Joseph. Le 
Diatessaron arabe, en fait, reproduit la g4n4alogie selon Matthieu 
dans le ms A (Vatican arabe 14, 13® sc, f. 3^, 4'), et les deux 
genealogies selon Matthieu et Luc sont ajoutees en appendice 
dans le ms B de Ciasca et Marmardji (Borg, arabe 250, 14® sc.). 
Les Diatessarons latin, toscan, perse, ont les deux genealogies 
selon Matthieu et Luc, les Diatessarons neerlandais et venitien 
la seule genealogie selon Matthieu. 

Vu cet ensemble de faits, il faut reconnaitre qu’il y a dis¬ 
cordance entre le temoignage de Theodoret et la realite de la 
tradition diatessarique. Expliquer cette discordance est beau- 
coup plus deiicat. On salt que Theodoret en prend volontiers k 
son aise avec les rfegles de la veracite historique. Aurait-il agi 
de mfime ici? C’est possible, et c’est 1’opinion, par exemple. 


^ Cfr. Charles-Wand Mitchell, S. Ephraim’s Prose Refutation of Mani, 
Marcion and Bardaisan. Londres, 1912—1921, 2® vol., p. 115, 47. 

* Art. cite, p. 478. 
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des dditeurs du Diatessaron de Li^ge^. L’on doit se souvenir 
du reste que Thdodoret, adversaire farouche de Tatien, dont il 
a fait d^truire nXBtovq ij diaxoalag pifiXovg, plus de deux 
cents exemplaires d’harmonie ^vangdlique^, pent avoir voulu 
charger 4 souhait sa victime, et exagdrer ses torts. Cet argument 
lui-mSme pent pourtant se retoumer centre ses promoteurs. 
Car comment admettre qu’ayant eu tant d’exemplaires en 
main, Thdodoret leur ait pretd un contenu qu’ils n’avaient pas? 
Reste une seconds hypoth^se: Th^odoret aurait dit vrai, mais 
r oeuvre de Tatien aurait trfes t6t rdvis^e sur ce point de 
r ascendance davidique et des genealogies. L’h 3 q)othese, jusqu’ 
ici du moins, est malheureusement inverifiable. Si cependant 
Ton ne veut pas admettre que les renseignements de Theodoret 
sont controuves, il ne reste, semble-t-il, que cette conjecture. 
Au cas oh Texemplaire original du Diatessaron aurait ete, com- 
me le pense Hamack*, redige en grec, une revision aurait sans 
doute accompagne la transposition de 1’original grec en une 
traduction S 3 rriaque, sur laquelle Ephrem se base certainement. 
Et Ton s’expliquerait ainsi pourquoi, dans Toeuvre d’Ephrem, 
de nombreuses et claires affirmations de T ascendance davidique 
du Christ s’accompagnent cependant de quelques omissions 
etranges. Laissant de cdte celles dont fait mention Hamack 
dans le passage que j’ai cite, et qui tiennent simplement au 
fait qu’Ephrem ne cite que des bribes de I’evangile tatianique, 
trois omissions me paraissent moins aisement explicables. 
Lorsque Joseph, s’apercevant que Marie est enceinte, songe 4 la 
congedier, apparuit ei angeluSy et ait: Noli timere tu a^ccipere 
Mariam. (Matth.^ I, 20; EC II, 3, 5); pourquoi 1’omission de 
^loyaiiq) vioQ AavtS, loseph, fili David? Lorsqu’un ange annonce 
au pasteurs la naissance du Sauveur, il dit: Hodie natua est 
vobis Salvatory qui est ipse unctus Domini. (Due. II, 11; E C 11, 
13); les mots finaux, hjidXet. Aocvld^ in civitaie David, sont omis. 
Lorsque la Chananeenne insiste aupihs de Notre-Seigneur pour 
obtenir la guerison de sa fille, Ephrem relate ainsi 1’Episode: 

1 Ouvr. cit6, p. 17—18. 

• PG 83, 372 A. 

* Art. cit6, p. 494. 
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Clamabat et ibat post eum mtdier, et dicebat: Miserere mei, Et iUe 
ntdlum omnino dedit ei responsum. {Matth.y XV, 22—23; E C XII, 
13); les mots Kvqis vldg Aavld, Domine^ fili Davidy sont passes 
sous silence. Ces pr4t4ritions sont peut-6tre le vestige d’un 4tat 
ant4rieur du Diatessaron, qui aurait 4t6 ce que Th6odoret di- 
crit, mais que nous ne connaissons plus. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



A propos de Phistoire de Pexegese allegorique: 
Pabsurdite, signe de P allegoric 

J. P6pin, Paris 
I. Le problfeme 

L’un des chapitres de la litt4rature chr^tienne des premiers 
sifecles concjeme la lutte centre Tinterpr^tation allegorique des 
mythes grecs. Et Tun des arguments de cette lutte s’appuie 
8ur le caraetdre totalitaire de Vex^ghse allegorique: on ne fait 
pas sa part k cette exeg^se, en ce double sens qu’il est impos¬ 
sible de I’appliquer k tel mythe sans I’etendre k tons les autres, 
et, k rinterieur d’un m^me mythe, de la reserver k certains 
episodes k Texclusion des autres. h'Ad'uersiis nationes d’Amobe 
developpe largement ces deux difficultes^, et conclut k la dis¬ 
qualification d’ensemble de I’interpretation afiegorique: puis- 
qu’elle ne saurait avoir reponse k tout, il s’ensuit qu’eUe n’a re- 
ponse k rien. 

La riposte des paiens k cette execution sommaire devait 
etre naturellement que la mythologie pent contenir certaines 
parties k interpreter par Taliegorie, et certaines autres k prendre 
k la lettre. L’eventualite d’une telle defense n’echappe pas k 
Amobe: Nisi forte dicetis non toto in historiae corpore allegorias 
has esse, ceterum partes alias esse communiter scriptas, alias uero 
dupliciter et ambifaria obtentione uelatas^. Mais il ne s’estime 
pas battu pour autant, et demands alors k quel critfere les paiens 
reconnaissent I’opportunite de Fexegfese allegorique: supposons 
que les mythes comportent efiFectivement des morceaux litte- 
raux et des morceaux aliegoriques; mais comment distinguer 

^ Pour la premiere (la plupart des mythes ne se pretent pas k I’inter¬ 
pretation allegorique), cf. Adu. nat. V 44, ed. Beifferscheid p. 212, 6—19; 
pour la seconde (dans un mythe auquel cette exegese est applicable, 
certains details s’y derobent toujours), cf. V 35, p. 206, 7—206, 11. 

* V 36, p. 206, 11—14. 
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sans risque d’erreur les uns des autres, alors que le mythe se 
pr^sente sous une apparence parfaitement homogfene? «La 
subtilit4 est 616gante, mais ne trompe pas I’esprit le plus obtus. 
Parcje que la difficult^ est pour vous insurmontable de trans¬ 
poser, de renverser, de d^toumer la totality de T^crit, vous 
choisissez certains 416ments qui servent votre dessein, et, k 
partir d’eux, vous pr6tendez soutenir que des le 90 ns ill^gitimes 
et alt^rtes ont 6t6 plaqu6es sur un fond de v6rit4. Soit; nous 
vous accordons qu’il en va comme vous dites: mais comment 
savez-vous, k quoi reconnaissez-vous la partie de Thistoire qui a 
6crite dans le sens littoral et celle qu’ont recouverte des 
expressions dissonantes et 4trangferes^? Car il pent arriver 
que votre estimation ne corresponde pas k la r4alit^, que ce que 
vous prenez dans un sens ait donn6 dans I’intention contraire. 
Jjk oil vous dites, dans le corps d’une matifere homogfene, qu’une 
partie en a 6t6 6crite all6goriquement, le reste I’ayant dans 
un langage univoque et direct, sans qu’il y ait dans le texte 
lui-meme un entire qui distingue les passages ambigus des 
declarations sans detour 2 , le sens simple peut etre pris pour 
un double sens, tout comme le double sens peut passer pour 
I’absence de tout vode. Comment faire cette discrimination, 
comment meme la croire possible, nous nous avouons tout-4-fait 
incapables de le comprendre.i>* 

Amobe ne dit pas que les paiens aient repondu k sa requete 
d’un signum qui ferait apparaitre la necessite de I’interpreta- 
tion aliegorique. Surtout, il dissimule que cette difficulte n’est 
pas propre k I’exegfese des mythes profanes, mais se fait ^gale- 
ment sentir dans I’interpr^tation chr^tienne de la Bible; car 
enfin les r6cits bibliques oflfrent eux aussi une apparence homo- 
gfene; k quel critfere les ex6g4te8 se r4f4rent-ils done pour decider 
que tels d’entre eux doivent 6tre pris comme des t^moignages 


^ Qui scitis aut unde cognoscitis, utra pars sit sententiis historiae 
scripta simplicibus, utra uero sit dissonis atque edienis significationibus 
tecta? 

* Nec inest in re signum quo differitas indicari ambiguorum possit 
simpliciterque dictorum. 

* Adu. nat. V 36, p. 206, 14—207, 6. 
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pnrement historiques, et tels autres comme des enseignements 
spirituels dissimul^s sous la narration? Amobe est excusable de 
n’avoir pas vu que le problfeme se posait aussi dans I’ex^gfese 
chr4tienne, n’6tant pas lui-meme un adepte de I’interpr^tation 
all4gorique de la Bible. II n’en reste pas moins que la question 
du critdre auquel se reconnait Topportunit^ de Tex^gfese figur^e 
a tourment^ les chr^tiens tout autant que les paiens, et que les 
uns comme les autres lui ont 41abor6 une r^ponse identique, 
qui a 6chapp4 & I’information d’Amobe, et de laquelle nous 
voudrions dire un mot. 

II. La solution chr^tienne 

La r^ponse des chr^tiens des premiers siecles est claire: le 
principal indice qu’un texte biblique a 4crit dans un dessein 
all^gorique et doit etre entendu comme tel, c’est son absurdity 
aussi longtemps que Ton s’en tient au sens littoral. De cette 
thdorie ex4g4tique, Ton trouverait sans doute bien des t^moi- 
gnages dans les milieux chr6tiens; nous nous contenterons de 
citer k Tappui la position/^es deux meUleurs repr6sentants de 
rOrient et de FOccident^ Origfene et Augustin. 

Dans les considerations d’exegfese qui terminent le De prin- 
cipiis, Origene defend la legitimite de I’interpretation alie- 
gorique de la Bible. II trouve Tun de ses arguments dans 
I’absurdite logique et dans I’impossibilite materielle de 
certains textes scripturaires pris k la lettre. Ce double caractere 
lui parait d’abord s’imposer dans la legislation de Moise: «Beau- 
coup de ces lois, si Ton se borne k les observer dans leur sens 
propre, manifestent les unes leur absurdite, les autres leur im- 
possibilite.»^ Comme exemple de dispositions legales absurdes* 
selon la lettre, Origene evoque Tinterdiction, formuiee par le 
Levitique 11, 14, de manger la viande du vautour, alors que dans 
le cas de faim extreme, dit-il, nul n’est tenu de n^gliger cet 


^ De principiis IV 3, 2, 6d. Koetschau p. 326, 6 — 7 : noUol tw/v vdfuuv, 
t6 6aor ini T<p Kod^ iavro^g TtjQeia^i, rd dAoyor ifMpcUvovoiVt hegoi di t6 
dSfharor. 

• 713 dXoyov, 
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animal; de meme pour Tobligation que fait la Genfese 17,12 et 14 de 
retrancher de son peuple tout enfant male qui n’aura pas 6t6 circon- 
cis le huitifeme jour de sa naissance: «8’il fallait absolument que 
cette loi ait 4t4 donn^e selon la lettre)> il faudrait condamnerles 
parents r^els ou nourriciers de tels enfants, ce qui serait insense. 
Voilipour les lois k la lettre absurdes; en deuxifeme lieu, «8i vous 
voulez voir des dispositions l^gales impossibles»consid^rez 
que Moise ordonne de manger, parce qu’il est au nombre des 
animaux purs, la chair du bouc-cerf (rgayd^Mqxyg) (Deut^ronome 
14, 5); mais Texistence de cet animal est irr^alisable; inverse- 
ment, Moise interdit la consommation de la viande du griflFon 
(Deut. 14, 12; L4vit. 11, 13), defense bien inutile, puisqu’il 
s’agit d’un animal fabuleux sur lequel personne n’a jamais mis 
la main. Quant k Tordre de ne pas changer de place le jour du 
sabbat (Exode 16, 29), il n’^chappera k personne qu’«il est 
impossible de le garder selon la lettre»®. Faute de comprendre que 
touscescommandementsdissimulent un sens cach4,le8 litt^ralistes 
sont r^duits soit k les n6gliger commedes fables ridicules, soit &leur 
inventer des justifications grotesques k force de subtility. 

Ce double caract^re, absurde et impossible, de certains textes 
bibliques. Origins le rencontre encore dans TEvangile. Par 
exemple, «quoi de plus absurde que»* le pr^cepte de ne saluer 
personne en chemin (Luc 10, 4)? Et celui de tendre la joue 
gauche quand on a re 9 u un soufflet sur la droite (Luc 6, 29), 
n’est-il pas «tr6s invraisemblable»^, puisque, k moins d’etre 
gaucher, celui qui frappe le fait de la main droite, et atteint en 
premier lieu la joue gauche de son adversaire? H est, d’autre 
part, ((impossible))® de pr^tendre arracher ToBil droit qui scan¬ 
dalise (Matthieu 6, 28—29; 18, 9), parce que, les deux yeux 
contribuant ^galement au p4ch6 de la vue, il serait injuste 
que seul Toeil droit fut puni. Enfin, il n’en va pas autrement 

^ IV 3, 2, p. 325, 11—12: el SXcog ixQ^ rt negl rovratv xard rd ^Tjrdv 
vevofio^erfja&ai ,... 

* Ibid., p. 326, 16: El dk xai ddvvccta vofuy&erovfAeva PovXea^ l&eBf. .. 

* Ibid., p. 326, 6—6: dSvvaTov iari qnjXax&fjvai xard XiStw. 

* IV 3, 3, p. 327, 7: tI dv etrj dXoywreQov rov ... 

® Ibid., p. 327, 9—10: dnidfmordrrj, 

® Ibid., p. 327, 12: ddvvaTov. 
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des Epitres de saint Paul: comment par exemple I’Apdtre, 
dans un ddveloppement pr6cis4ment consacr6 aux bonnes 
moeurs, pourrait-il ordonner selon la lettre k celui qui a 
circoncis de ne pas dissimuler (P^e Ep. aux Corinthiens 7, 18)? 

La conclusion d’Origfene ne fait pas de doute: I’dUoyov et 
Vddvvarovy Tabsurdit^ et rimpossibUit^ (Fune et Fautre 4tant 
d’ailleurs les deux faces de la meme d^raison, selon qu’on se 
place sur le plan de la logique ou sur celui de Faction) qui afiec- 
tent certains textes narratifs ou l^gislatifs de FEcriture dfes 
qu’on les prend au sens littoral sont le signe de la n6cessit4 d’y 
rechercher un sens profond. «Toutes ces choses nous ont 6t6 
dites pour montrer que le dessein de la puissance divine qui 
nous a fait don des Ecritures sacr^es n’est pas d’accrdditer les 
seules notions rdsultant du sens littoral, puisque, prises unique- 
ment 4 la lettre, elles se trouvent etre parfois, non pas vraies, 
mais absurdes et impossibles, — et que certains enseignements 
ont 6t6 imbriqu& dans Fhistoire v6cue et dans la legislation 
profitable selon la lettre meme.»^ Mais Origfene se defend de 
vouloir refuser toute portee litterale 4 Fensemble de FEcriture; 
de ce qu’il la denie 4 certains recits, 4 certaines lois de FAncien 
et du Nouveau Testament, il ne s’ensuit nuUement que la Bible 
tout entifere doive en etre depouiliee, bien au contraire: «Mais 
que personne ne nous soup 5 onne de dire chaque fois qu’aucun 
recit n’a de realite historique, parce que nous disons que cer¬ 
tains en sont d^nu^s, — qu’aucune legislation n’est 4 observer 
selon la lettre, parce que nous disons que certaines lois, prises 
4 la lettre, se trouvent fitre absurdes ou impossibles, — ou que 
les recits relatifs au Seigneur ne sont pas vrais materiellement, — 
ou qu’aucune de ses lois ni aucim de ses ordres n’est 4 garder.^^ 

^ IV 3, 4, p. 328, 11—329, 1: Tavra di Jtdvra elgrirai ihrig rov 
Seiiai &zi axdnog xfj dwQovnhxi ^fiiv ^eCq dwdfisi, Tag legdg yQa(pdg iariv ovxl 
rd ^Tid rfjg /discDg TtoQtard/aeva fjidva ixXafjipdveiv, ivlate Tovxoyv Saov ini 

ovx dXri&djp dJJd xai dXdycup xal dSvpdreov rvyxavdvrcov, xai &ti ngoa- 
wpaanaL riva Tfj yevofiivu iaroglq. xal rfj xaxd rd ^rjrdv xjgryslfug vofw^ealq. 

* Ibid., p. 329, 1—6: Vva di /iij dnoM^n Tig ^fidg ini ndvrcop tovto 
XiyeiVy 6ti ovSefjUa UttoqUi yiyovevy iml Tig od yiyove, xal oddsfiUi vofWfdsala 
xaxd TO TrjQrjria iarCv, iml Tig xaxd Xi^iv dJayog Tvyxdvei rj ddvvaxog, 
fj Sti Td negl tov aojxrjQog yeyga/ipiiva xaxd xd aladijrdv odx dXrfievexaiy rj dxi 
ovdtfilax vofAodealav adrov xal ivToXi^p qwXaxxiov ... 
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II est clair en efiFet que, dans la Bible, les ^v^nements dont la 
v4rit4 historique est hors de doute, les imp4ratifs moraux 4 
observer selon la lettre, sont beaucoup plus nombreux que ceux 
dont le sens est uniquement spirituel. Malgr4 ces precisions 
destinees 4 rassurer Fopinion, Orig6ne n*en soutient pas moins 
que certaines narrations ou recommandations de TEcriture 
sont depourvues d’une signification litt^rale qui ne pourrait 
etre qu’absurde ou impossible, et n’ont par suite qu’une portae 
aliegorique; une telle exclusive allait 4 Fencontre de toute une 
tradition chretienne pour laquelle c’est un dogme que le dessein 
spirituel d’un r^cit ou d’une injonction scripturaire ne sup- 
prime jamais, mais au contraire renforce sa v^rite litt^rale; un 
symptoms montre d’ailleurs qu’Drig^ne faisait en ce domains 
oeuvre revolutionnaire: la traduction latine du De 'principiis 
par Bufin, d’ordinaire assez fideie, accuse ici bien des decalages, 
destines 4 voiler Fexclusion de la lettre au profit de Faliegorie, 
preuve que ces idees n’etaient pas re 9 ues de tous. 

Augustin par exemple eprouverait plus de scrupules qu’Origfene 
4 nier la portee litterale d’un texts inspire au benefice de sa 
signification spirituelle^. H n’hesite pourtant pas 4 definir lui 
aussi Fabsurdite du sens litteral comme une exhortation 4 
Finterpretation aliegorique; Fattachement 4 la lettre de 
FEcriture, qui constitue son principal souci dans les commen- 
taires de la Genfese ad Utteraniy lui parait suffisamment sauve- 
garde dans ce cas si Fon maintient que les formules attribuees 4 
Dieu ou au prophfete ont ete efiFectivement prononcees; il 
n’exige done pas Fadhesion 4 leur contenu litteral: «Je crois 
devoir faire remarquer, dit Augustin, [...] qu’il faut exiger de 
moi que je defends le caractere litteral de ce que Fecrivain 
raconte comme etant arrive. Mais s’il se trouve dans les paroles 

^ II affirme souvent en effet que la r6alit^ historique des r^cits et dee 
descriptions bibliques ne saurait etre supprim^e par Tinterpr^tation 
aliegorique que Fon pent en retirer; cf. ainsi De Genesi contra Manich. 
II 10, 13; De Gen. ad litt. VIII 4, 8; VIII 7, 13; XI 39, 62, etc.; nous 
reviendrons sur cette question dans notre travail sur L’Antre et FAblme. 
Kecherches sur la presence d’un symbolisme analogue dans le De emtro 
nympharum de Porphyre et dans les commentaires de saint Augustin 
sur la Genese. 
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de Dieu ou de tel interprfete 41ev6 k la fonction de prophftte 
une declaration qni ne puisse sans absurdite etre entendue k 
la lettre, il est hors de doute que Ton doit y voir une figure 
significative. Pourtant, il est interdit de douter qu’elle ait 
dite: la sincerite du narrateur et Tengagement pris par Tinter- 
prfete rexigent.i>^ 

Encore faut-il s’assurer que cette absurdite est r^elle, et 
n’y pas conclure avec trop de hate; introduisant, 4 1’imitation 
d’Orig^ne, la notion d'impossibile k cote de celle d'absurdumy 
Augustin observe que le lecteur inattentif ou prevenu ne man- 
quera pas de denoncer dans la Bible, comme impossibles et 
contradictoires, des evenements qui ne le sont nullement en 
realite, comme Texegfete chretien a le devoir de le montrer; 
mais d’autres faits de TEcriture resistent 4 cet effort apolo- 
getique; sans etre impossibles ni contradictoires, ils sont deci- 
dement deraisonnables; et puisque la Bible ne saurait etre 
nulle part depourvue de sens, c’est le signe que leur sens est 
plus profond qu’il n’apparait. Augustin se defend de poursuivre, 
dans ses commentaires litteraux de la G^nese, cette exegese 
aliegorique dont Tabsurdite de la lettre indique la necessite 
(il manque d’ailleurs souvent 4 sa resolution, pour notre plus 
grand profit), et renvoie sur ce point 4 d’autres travaux, passes 
ou 4 venir: «Dans le present ouvrage, j’ai entrepris, non pas 
de sender les mystferes prophetiques, mais d’accrediter le carac- 
tfere historique des evenements: de faits qui peuvent paraitre 
impossibles 4 des lecteurs superficiels et incroyants, ou qui 
semblent combattre I’autorite meme de la sainte Ecriture par 
une sorte de temoignage adverse, j’ai essaye de montrer par 
le raisonnement, dans la mesure de mes forces et du secours 
divin, qu’ils n’etaient ni impossibles, ni contradictoires. Mais 

^ De Genesi ad litteram XI 1, 2, ed. Zycha p. 334, 21—335, 4: Ad- 
monendum arbitror [. . .] illud a nobis esse flagitandum, ut ad pro- 
prietatem litterae defbndatur, quod gestum narrat ipse qui scripsit. Si 
autem in uerbis del uel cuiusquam personae in officium propheticum 
adsumtae dicitur cdiquid, quod ad litteram nisi absurde non possit in- 
tellegi, procul dubio figurate dictum ob cdiquam significationem accipi 
debet; dictum tcunen esse dubitare fas non est. Hoc enim a fide narra- 
toris et pollicitatione expositoris exigitur. 
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d’autres faits, dont la possibility est yvidente et qui ne prysentent 
pas la moindre apparence d’incompatibility, peuvent sembler 
k certains inutiles en quelque sorte ou meme dyraisonnables; 
k leur propos ygalement, j’ai argumenty: s’ils ychappent k 
Tordre naturel et usuel des yvynements, sans pour autant — 
notre sentiment, devant Tautority de la sainte Ecriture, la 
plus digne de confiance qui soit, doit s’efiFacer — pouvoir fetre 
dynuys de sens, il faut done croire qu’ils en ont un mystyrieux; 
quant k le rechercher et I’exposer, si je ne me suis pas dyj4 
acquitty de ce travail ailleurs, je le renvoie k un autre moment.» ^ 
Moyennant cette prycaution de ne pas dycryter k la lygdre 
Tabsimdity d’un texte biblique pris k la lettre, et par suite de 
ne pas en rechercher inconsidyryment une portye aliygorique 
inexistante, il est dans TEcriture bien des exemples oil Tappa- 
rente dyraison invite k I’interprytation figurye, et Augustin en 
foumit plusieurs. Soit le crescite et muUiplicamini de la Genese; 
s’il faut en croire le texte, Dieu ryserve cette bynydiction multi- 
plicatrice k deux catygories seulement d'etres vivants, les 
poissons^ (Gen. 1, 22) et Thomme (Gen. 1,28); mais elle eut 
convenu en vyrity k toutes les cryatures susceptibles d’accroisse- 
ment numyrique par la fycondation; pourquoi done cette limi¬ 
tation arbitraire, sinon pour inciter le lectern* k dycouvrir un 
message spirituel au del4 de Tillogisme de la lettre^? <(Si nous 


^ Ibid. IX 12, 22, p. 283, 11—26: Neque hoc opere suscepimuB pro- 
phetica aenigmata perscrutari, sed renim gestarum fidem ad proprie- 
tatem historiae commendare, ut quod inpossibile uideri uanis atque 
incredulis potest aut ipsi auctoritati sanctae scripturae uelut tostifica- 
tione contraria repugnare id pro meis uiribus, quantum deus adiuuat, 
disserendo demonstrem neque inpossibile esse neque contrarium, quod 
autem possibile quidem adparet nec habet uUam speciem repugnantiae, 
sed tamen quasi superfluum uel etiam stultum quibusdam uideri potest, 
hoc ipsum disputando demonstrem, quod ideo non tcunquam rerum 
gestarum naturali uel usitato ordine factum est, ut cordibus nostris 
fidelissima sanctarum scriptiirarum auctoritate praelata, quia stultum 
esse non potest, mysticum esse credatur, quamuis eius expositionem 
uel inquisitionem aut alibi iam exhibuerimus aut in tempus aliud 
differamus. 

* Et les oiseaux, qu’Augustin oublie. 

* Voici I’interprytation aliygorique proposye par Augustin: la multi¬ 
plication des animaux aquatiques signifie qu’une idye unique peut 
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consid^rons Fessence meme des choses, non plus au sens aU4- 
gorique, mais au sens propre, la parole: Croissez et mvMipliez 
convient k tout etre qui nait d’une semence. Si nous les prenons 
au sens figure, — et c’est Ik plutdt, je crois, la veritable inten¬ 
tion de TEcriture, qui ne limite paa pour rien cette benediction 
aux animaux aquatiques et aux hommes, — nous trouvons k 
ce prix . . etc. 

Quelques lignes plus loin (en 1, 29—30), la Genfese rapporte 
que Dieu assigna r«herbe vertex et les «arbres porteurs de 
fruit» pour nourriture k Thomme et k tous les animaux. Mais 
voili, observe Augustin, ime affirmation dementie par Thistoire 
naturelle la plus eiementaire, qui montre que bien des animaux 
vivent uniquement de chair; Tabsurdite de TEcriture prise k 
la lettre apparait ici en sens inverse de Texemple precedent: 
dans ce dernier, la Bible pechait par generalisation insuffisante, 
en limitant k quelques animaux ce qui aurait dfi s’appliquer k 
tous les etres vivants; ici, elle donne dans la generalisation 
excessive, en etendant k tous les animaux ce qui n’est vrai 
que de quelques uns; n’importe, la fonction de I’etrangete du 
sens litteral est la meme dans les deux cas; elle induit toujours 
k penser que le veritable sens est autre: «Un indice en effet 
doit avertir le lecteur que ce recit n’est pas k entendre au sens 
charnel: c’est que les herbes vertes et les arbres fruitiers con¬ 
stituent la nourriture que la Genfese attribue k toute espfece 
d’animaux, k tous les oiseaux comme k tous les serpents; or 
nous voyons bien que les lions [...] se nourrissent exclusive- 


s’exprimer au moyen d’une infinite de symboles mat^riels diff^rents; 
inversement, la multiplication des etres humains signifie qu’un meme 
symbole materiel peut recevoir une infinite d’interpr6tations intellec- 
tuelles diff^rentes. Cf. Confessions XIII 24, 36, 13—25, 6d. Labriolle II 
p. 395, et 24, 37, 21—40, p. 396. 

^ Conf. Xin 24, 37, 1—7, p. 395 : Itaque si naturas ipsas rerum non 
allegorice, sed proprie cogitemus, ad omnia, quae de seminibus gignuntur, 
conuenit uerbum: crescite et midtiplicamini; si autem figurate posita 
ista tractemus — quod potius arbitror intendisse scripturam, quae 
utique non superuacue solis aquatilium et hominum fetibus istam bene- 
dictionem adtribuit — inuenimus . . . Nous reproduisons la traduction de 
Labriolle. 
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ment de viande.i^^ Mais — et ce sera notre dernier exemple 
augustinien — d'autres passages de la Bible ne se boment 
plus k offiir des affirmations scientifiques inexactes ou incom- 
plfetes; certains sont v6ritablement incompr^hensibles au sens 
littoral. Ainsi le verset 17 du Psaume 103, oil le texte dont 
disposait Augustin portait: les passereaux feront leur nid; 

la demeure de la foulque est leur chef»*; cette demifere propo¬ 
sition, prise k la lettre, est strictement d6nu4e de sens; pourquoi 
TEcriture a-t-elle n4anmoins tenu k la mentionner, sinon pour 
obliger le lecteur k y poursuivre une signification aU^gorique? 
«Une telle expression ne saurait recevoir aucun sens dans cette 
partie de la creation qui s’oflfre k nos yeux [...] Pourquoi 
TEsprit saint iiitroduit-il certaines declarations qui, appliqu^es 
au monde visible, semblent absurdes, si ce n’est pour nous 
contraindre, ne pouvant les entendre k la lettre, k en rechercher 
le sens spirituel?»® Voil4 done un point suffisamment etabli: 
le critere qu’Amobe mettait les paiens en demeure de produire 
pour manifester Topportunite de Tinterpretation aUegorique 
des mythes, les ex^gfetes chretiens le foumissent, avant Amobe 
comme aprfes lui, et e’est Fabsurdite du sens litteral. 

III. Les analogues paiens 

Mais cette th^orie des auteurs chr^tiens ne leur est pas propre. 
Si Tinformation d’Amobe avait plus 4tendue, il aurait 

^ De Genesi contra Manichaeos I 20, 31, PL 34, 188: Vel hinc enim 
quiuifl eulmoneri debet non camaliter haec esse intelleg^nda, quia herbae 
uirides et ligna fructifera onmi generi bestianun, et omnibus uolatilibus 
et omnibus serpentibus in Oeneai dantur ad cibum, cum uideamus leones 
[. . .] non pasci nisi camibus. 

* «Illic passeres nidificabunt; fulicae (oiseau des marais) domus dux 
est eorum.» Le texte des Septante est tout aussi inintelligible pour le 
deuxieme membre de phrase: tov igcoSiov i} otxla ^yeirai a&t^, 
c’est-^i-dire: «La demeure du h^ron le guide, t La Vulgate substitue 
simplement herodii (c’est-ii-dire: tdu h6ron») k fulicae, Seul le texte 
h6breu (oh e'est le Ps. 104, 17) donne un sens acceptable: tLa cigogne 
habite dans les cypres, t 

’ Enarratio in psalm. 103 I 18, PL 37, 1351: Hoc enim in ista 
creatura, quae o<mlis nostris adiacet, intellegi nullo pacto potest [. ..] 
Quare quaedam in rebus uisibilibus quasi absurda miscet spiritus sane- 
tus, nisi ut ex eo quod non possumus accipere ad litteram, cogat nos 
ista spiritaliter quaerere? 
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connu que le paganisme lui-meme avait r^ponse k Tesp^ce de 
d4fi qui lui 6tait lanc6 de supprimer I’arbitraire dans le choix des 
mythes capables de supporter Finterpr^tation all^gorique; et, 
par une rencontre significative, le entire qui sert de guide aux 
all4goristes paiens coincide avec celui qu’Origfene et Augustin 
mettaient en avant: pour eux encore, e’est Tabsurdit^ du sens 
littoral d’un mythe qui manifeste infailliblement la n4cessit4 de 
I’exploiter par I’all^gorie. La culture paienne offre de nombreux 
t^moignages de cette conception; nous en reproduirons quel- 
ques uns, que, pour la commodity de Fexpos^, nous grouperons 
en trois categories, selon qu’ils emanent des commentateurs 
d’Homere, des ex^gdtes des oracles, et des philosophes du mythe. 

Les commentateurs de Vlliade et de VOdyssde constituent 
une longue tradition, encore vivace i la fin du XII sifecle 
de notre fere, avec Eustathe, feveque de Thessalonique. Or ce 
dernier divise Fexfegfese allfegorique en deux varifetfes, selon 
qu’elle est «anagogique» ou historique; sans doute faut-il 
entendre qu’il distingue entre Finterprfetation physique ou 
morale de type stoicien d’lme part, et d’autre part Finterprfe- 
tation rfealiste des Evhfemfere et des Palaephatos, selon laquelle 
les mythes ne sont autres que Famplification divinisatrice 
d’fevfenements humains et historiques; bien que Finterprfetation 
historique ne rfeponde gufere k Fidfee que Fon se fait d’ordinaire 
de Fallfegorie, Eustathe la rattache en efiFet k ce mode d’exfegfese, 
puisque aussi bien elle ne s’arrete pas k la lettre du rfecit. Ce qui 
nous intferesse, e’est que le commentateur byzantin attribue 
k Finterprfetation allfegorique, quelle qu’elle soit, la fonction de 
remfedier k la frfequente absurdity du mythe pris dans son sens 
littferal: ahe rfecit, absurde si Fon s’y tient, devait son salut 
4 Fallfegorie, soit anagogique, soit encore historique; car e’est 
bien pour les Anciens une allfegorie que le traitement historique 
des mythes. Or, entre Fallfegorie remfede de Fabsurditfe et 
I’absurditfe signe de Fallfegorie, la difiFference n’est pas grande. 

^ Comment, ad Homeri Iliadem A 3—7, 6d. Weigel I p. 17, 26—26; 
rrfv di Tov X6yov a^6vo/iop dxonlav dJJ^ryyoQla ^cgcbreveir ^ dvaymyoefj t) xal 
IcTTOQoeifj* dXkrfyoQla yog rig xal 6ed knogubv ^eganeCa t&v fAvdwv elvai doxei 
Totg xaXouolg. 
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Mais il ne faudrait pas croire que les commentateurs d’Homfere 
ont attendu Eustathe pour d^gager ce entire de Tall^gorie. 
Car ron trouve bien avant lui des traces de cette conception, 
sinon sous forme d’expos6 doctrinal, du moins k T^tat de proc4d6 
pratiqu6 plus ou moins consciemment. C’est le cas du De antro 
nympharum, opuscule du sifecle dans lequel Porphyre 

applique Tex^gfese all6gorique k un bref Episode du chant XHI 
de VOdyasie^ vers 102 k 112; Tantre d’lthaque auquel aborde 
Ulysse est en effet d^crit par Homfere au moyen de caraetdres 
contradictoires: il comporte par exemple deux entr^. Time 
pour les hommes, Tautre pour les dieux, ce qui ne laisse pas de 
surprendre, les dieux d’ordinaire ne se melant pas aux mortels; 
il est dit k la fois charmant et t^n^breux, par une association 
insolite, puisque les t^nfebres sont le plus souvent r^barbatives, 
etc. Or cette description incoh^rente est pour Porphyre, comme 
d’ailleurs pour son pr6d6cesseur le n6o-pythagoricien Cronius, 
un indice qui contraint le lecteur k abandonner le sens littoral 
et k voir dans Fantre le symbole d’une r6alit4 sup4rieure: « Apr^ 
cette declaration done, Cronius donne comme Evident, non 
seulement pour les savants, mais aussi pour les simples, que le 
pofete dans son r^cit s’exprime en aliegorie et k mots converts, 
par oh il nous oblige k rechercher quelle est la porte des hommes 
et quelle est celle des dieux, et ce que signifie cet antre k deux 
ouvertures, donn6 comme consacr6 aux ,Nymphes‘, k la fois 
charmant et sombre, alors que les t4nfebres ne sont rien moins 
que charmantes, mais plutot eflfrayantes)>^; si Fantre litt^raire 
d’Homfere r^unit ainsi des qualit^s inconciliables au sens propre, 
e’est pour donner k penser qu’il n’est pas un antre r4el, mais 
bien Fimage du monde oh les memes quality sont juxtapose, 
de fa 9 on explicable cette fois: «Le monde [. . .] est agr^able, 
bien qu’il soit de sa nature sombre et t4n6breux [. ..] L’antre 


^ De antro nymph. 3, 6d. Nauck p. 66, 6—14: Toiama roiwv 6 Kgovio^ 
TtQoeufwv (prjaiv ixdrj^jov elvat ov rolg acxpoig fidvov, oDd xal xotg Idubraig dAA?/- 
yoQeiv ri xal alvCrrea^i dia xomwv xov 7iotTjxi]v, jio^.vjiQayfwvelv dvayxdCorxa 
xlg fih av&QCjnojv nvXrj, xLg Si ^edtv, xai xl PovXexai xd dvxQOf xovxo x6 dLdvgow^ 
<Ieq6v> fJLh wfjupcotv elQTjfiivop, xd 6* avx6 xal inijQaTov xal ^EQaBiSig^ ovdafjuhg 
xov axoxetvov ijirjQdxov ovxogj aJld fmXkov tpopBQov, 
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est charmant et t4n6breiix k Timage du monde»^; c’est en effet 
que le monde, obscur dans sa matifere, devient beau et agr^able 
par la forme qui s’y ajoute et Torganise; de mdme Tantre, 
Bymbole du monde, est agitable k la premifere rencontre, vu 
de Text^rieur et en surface, mais tdn^breux poiu* qui p4nfetre 
dans ses profondeurs^. Comme on le voit, Porphyre s’abstient 
de faire la thdorie de Fabsurdit^ tenue pour le signe de Fall^- 
gorie; mais c’est Ik un principe d’ex^gfese dont il s’inspire prati- 
quement, lorsqu’il considfere la description contradictoire de 
Fantre comme une invitation contraignante k voir en lui une 
caveme symbolique, et non r4elle. 

On devine que, plus encore que les mythes homdriques, les 
consultations accord^es par les oracles grecs 4taient, k premiere 
vue, entach^es d’absurditd; mais, au lieu d’etre poiu* elles une 
cause de discredit, cet 6tat de choses, k une certaine 6poque du 
moins, leiu* procura certains avantages; dans les temps anciens 
en effet, la bizarrerie des r^ponses oraculaires passait pour la 
garantie de leur origine divine et provoquait la v4n6ration chez 
les considtants; c’est seulement plus tard que Ton se mit k 
pr6f(6rer que les oracles parlassent en clair, que Ton s’avisa que 
leurs fa 9 ons 6nigmatiques d^toumaient de la v6rit4 et ne 
faisaient gufere qu’assurer k la divination ime position de repli 
pour le cas oil elle se tromperait. Cette Evolution dans le goOt 
de la clientele des oracles est retrac^e par Plutarque, qui m^rite 
confiance sur ce point, 4tant lui-meme pretred’Apollon delphique: 
« Avec cette clart4 des oracles, il s’est produit k leur sujet, dans 
I’opinion, une Evolution parallfele aux autres changements: 
autrefois leur style strange et singulier, tout-lt-fait ambigu et 
p6riphrastique, 4tait un motif de croire k leur caractfere divin 
pour la foule qu’il remplissait d’admiration et d’un religieux 
respect; mais plus tard on aima apprendre chaque chose claire- 
ment et facilement, sans emphase ni recherche de style, et Ton 
accusa la po4sie qui entourait les oracles de s’opposer k la 

^ Ibid. 12, p. 65, 6—10; 6 xdafiog [...] inigaarog xalmQ axoreivog cov 
ipwrei xal ^egoeidijg [.. .] *'Avtqov imjQarov ^egoeiSig Tear* elx6va tov xdajuov. 

* Telle est la justification du symbolisme de I’antre que Porphyre 
d6veloppe au § 6. 
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connaissance de la v4rit4, en melant de Tobscurit^ et de Tombre 
aux revelations du dieu; mdme Ton suspectait deji les meta- 
phores, les enigmes, les equivoques d’etre pour la divination 
comme des echappatoires et des refuges menages pour permettre 
au devin de s’y retirer et de s’y cacher en cas d’erreur.*^ On 
comprend aisement le rapport de ces considerations k notre 
sujet; il en ressort en efiFet qu’il fut un temps ou I’etrangete 
des oracles semblait un temoignage en faveur de leur caract^re 
divin; elle passait done pour la preuve de la richesse de leur 
message; mais ce message ne pouvait evidemment resider dans 
leur sens litteral, incomprehensible; on n’avait chance d’y 
acceder qu’au moyen d’une interpretation aliegorique, par 
quoi se manifeste la connexion entre I’illogisme des sentences 
oraculaires et la convenance de leur traitement par I’aliegorie. 

II est enfin d’autres auteurs chez qui la theorie de I’absurdite 
comme signe de Taliegorie apparait avec plus de nettete que 
chez les commentateurs d’Homfere ou les exegfetes des oracles; 
il est permis de voir en eux les philosophes du mythe, parce 
qu’ils se sont appliques, plutdt qu’4 I’exegfese effective des legen- 
des, k I’analyse theorique du mythe en tant que mode d’ex- 
pression. Nous examinerons le temoignage de deux d’entre eux, 
le philosophe Sallustius et I’empereur Julien, qui appartiennent 
I’un et I’autre au milieu du IV^“® sifecle aprfes J.-C. 

Le De diis et mundo, sorte de catechisme dans lequel Sallustius 
resume I’essentiel du neoplatonisme courant, contient des 

^ De Pythiae orcwjulis 25, 406 F—407 B, ed. Sieveking p. 63, 6—19: 
/Lierd 6k. Tfjg aaq)r]velag xai nlcnig oikcog k(nQk(p€ro (TVfifierapdDxwaa roig &}Jjoig 
TiQdyfioaiVj axne ndlai nkv t6 fik) avvri&eg fjtrfik xoivov dAAd Xo^ov dxex^cog xai 
nBQinetpQaafikvov elg vndvoiav ^eukrp:og dvdyovrag ixJtXi^e(r&ai xai aipea^i 
Tovg jto^Xovg’ varegov 6k rd acupwg xai ^qdUog ixaara xai fiij adv 6yx<p /irfik 
nXdafiort fiav&dveiv dyancovreg o6 fwvov firUavro rkjv TiegtxBi/jUvriv roig 
Ttolrjaiv wg dvrmgaxrowjav rfj voi^ei Ttgdg t6 dXri^kg dadfpeidv tc xai axtdv T<p 
tpgaZofJLivig fuyvvovoav, dXX ij6rj xai xdg fJieTaq)OQdg xai rd aivlyptara xai rdg 
dfMpiPokUig coaTieg pivxovg xai xaratpvydg kv6ve(r&ai xai dvaxcogeiv t<^ nraiorrt 
nenoifitiivag Trig t^camxfjg dtpecogwvro. La traduction que nous reproduisons 
est celle de Pluteirque, Sur les oracles de la Pythie, texte et trad, 
avec une introd. et des notes, th^se cpldm. par R. Flacelidre, Paris 1936, 
p. 140—142. 
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reflexions sur le role de Texpression mythique^. S’interrogeant 
sur le pourquoi de Tabsurde immoralite qui defigure les recits 
poetiques relatifs k Cronos et k Zeus, Fauteur lui assigns pour 
fonction de provoquer Tetonnement du lecteur, et de lui fairs 
regarder le myths comme une apparence qui dissimule de 
profondes verites inexprimables en clair: «Mais pourquoi, dans 
les mythes, a-t-on parie d’adulteres, de rapts, de chaines liant 
un p^re, et de toutes ces autres etrangetes? Ou n’y aurait-il 
pas Ik un dessein admirable, k telle fin que, gr^tce k cette appa- 
rente etrangete, Tame tout aussitot regarde ces redts comme des 
voiles, le vrai comme une chose ineffable?))^ Voili prononcd 
le mot drcmlay que reprendra Eustathe, poiu* caractdriser le 
entire qui invite k abandonner le sens littdral des mythes et 
k en poursuivre Tintention all4gorique. 

Plutot qu'droTzia, Julien emploie les mots ojiefMpalvov et 
TuzQOjdo^ov; mais Tid^e est identique, et il Fexprime avec plus 
de clart4 et de precision que personne. Son Discours VII Contre 
le cynique H^racliiis constitue un veritable court traits du 
mythe, formula k Foccasion d’une attaque contre un philo- 
sophe cynique qui, dans une lecture pubhque, en avait d4bit4 
d’absurdes. Julien y fait remonter k son maitre Jambhque la 
throne selon laquelle Fabsurdit4 des m 3 rthe 8 proclame en quel- 
que sorte la n6cessit4 d’en d^passer le sens htt^ral pour parvenir 
k leur sens cach6; voilit la veritable destination de Fintelligence 
aid4e par les dieux: «L’absurdit4 meme des mythes est pour 
J ambh qug une voie qui conduit k la v4rit4. En effet, plus F^nigme 
tient du paradoxe et du prodige, plus il semble qu’elle proteste 
de la n4cessit4 de ne pas donner cr^ance k son sens littoral, mais 

^ Sur la th^orie du mythe chez Sallustius, cf. E. Passamonti, La 
dottrina dei Miti di Sallustio filosofo neoplatonico, dans Rendiconti 
della Reale Accademia dei Lincei, Cl. di Sc. morali, storiche e filologiche, 
Serie V 1, 1892, p. 643—664 et 712—727; siu* I’absurdit^ volontaire des 
mythes, p. 649. 

* De diis et mundo III, 6d. Nock p. 4, 16—20: *AXXd Sid tI fwixelaq xai 
xhmdz xai narioiov Sea/wSg xai xijv dXXrjv dronlav iv xolg fxv^ig elgi/jxaai; rj 
xai TovTo ditop &av/iaTog, Iva Sid Trjg qjaivoftivrjg dronlag ev&vg i} yfvxij ToSg 
fikp XSyovg ijy^ai/roi nQoxaXvtAiuzta^ rd Si dXrj&ig dndQgrjrov elvai pofilafi; 
Nous empruntons la traduction k Trois divots paiens. III: Sallustius, Des 
Dieux et du Monde, traduit peur A. J. Festugiere, Perris 1944, p. 22. 
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de rechercher attentivement le sens cach4, de n’avoir point de 
cesse qu’a ne nous soit devenu manifeste grace aux dieux qui 
nous guident, qu’il n’ait accompli Tinitiation, ou, pour mieux 
dire, le parfait achdvement de notre intelligence.» ^ L’absurdit6 
des l^gendes n’est done pas scandaleuse, ni surtout inutile; inci- 
tant k rechercher la v4rit4 profonde, elle tient elle-meme le 
role d’un maitre int^rieur, et dispense de tout autre enseigne- 
ment: «I1 faut admettre que ce que la raison juge absurde se 
justifie par son utility: les hommes n’auront ainsi nul besoin 
d’une explication ext4rieure; mais, instruits par le contenu 
meme du mythe, ils voudront en chercher le sens cach4; ils 
auront k coeur d’y appliquer tons leurs soins, guid^ par les 
dieux. Cette id6e que rabsurdit4 du sens littoral oblige le 
lecteur k un efiFort de recherche du message all^gorique est 
reprise, on le voit, de Uantre des nymphes de Pqrphyre, et 
Julien la traduit par le meme verbe noXvTiQaypovelv. 

Bien plus, ayant k choisir entre la dissertation claire sur les 
choses de la religion et le mythe d’apparence absurde, Julien 
pr^ffere ce dernier proc6d6 d’exposition, qui contraint k d4passer 
toute representation anthropomorphique de la divinite, eiudant 
ainsi un pifege auquel le discours direct n’^chappe pas toujours: 
«Quand un mythe d’ordre divin est absurde au jugement de la 
raison, e’est le moyen qu’il prend pour en quelque sorte nous 
crier et nous adjurer de ne pas y ajouter foi sans plus, mais 
d’en examiner et d’en rechercher le sens cache. Void au juste 
la superiorite en ces matides du recours k Tabsurdite par rapport 
au discours noble: en usant de ce dernier, on court le risque de 
faire passer les dieux pour des hommes d’une beaute, d’une 
grandeur, d’lme vertu prestigieuses, mais qui, toutefois, ne 

1 Oratio VII 217 C—E, 6d. Hertlein I p. 281, 23—282, 4; Td yog iv 
dji€fJupalvov avT(p ro&rq) jtQoodonotsi ngog zijv aXi^eiav, ”Oa(g yog fidVjow 
TiagdSo^ov icni xai regarcjdeg rd aiviyfuiy zooovzg) fidXXcfP iopcs diafiogrvgea^ai^ 
/IT) Toig aired^ev Xeyofievoig niareveiv, dAAd rd kekTj^dra ntgiBgyd^Bcr^i xal 
Tzg&regop dtplaraa^ai, ngiv dv vnd ^eolg i^yefAdatv ixtpavfj yevdfieva rdv iv 
rekeaijf fmViov Si reXeuhaj] vovp, 

* Ibid. 219 A, p. 283, 17—23: Td Si xard rijv Sidvoiav dnefKpaivov <tov> 
Xgrjalfiov yiyrdfievov iyxgiriov, <bg dv /xij rivog wiofivi^ecog i^oj&ev oi ar- 

^gcojioi Sed^oi, dXk* vnd rwv iv avT<g ^yo/divcov rw /dn&qj Sidoaxdfievoi rd hxv~ 
&dvov fjuba&ai xai nokvngayfwvelv vtp* iiyefidai rolg ^eoig Tigo&vfiri&etev, 
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sont que des hommes; au contraire, un r6cit absurde permet 
d’esp^rer que I’auditeur passera outre le sens apparent des 
mots pour en extraire la substance et s’61ancer vers la pens4e 
pure qui regne sur tous les etres.» ^ Dans TefiFort pour la connais- 
sance de Dieu, la valeur du mythe s’apparente ainsi en quelque 
sorte k la th^ologie negative, qui elle aussi 4vite ranthropomor- 
phisme par le recours k rirrationnel. 

En definitive, Tabsurdite des mythes n’a rien de fortuit; elle 
a ete deiiberement voulue par les premiers pofetes qui en sont 
les auteurs. Ceux-ci n’ont nuUement eu Tintention d’y consigner 
des faits historiques; mais, ayant p^n^tre la nature des choses 
par la grace des dieux, ils ont dissimuie leur message en des 
legendes absurdes pour piquer notre curiosite et stimuler notre 
recherche; ils pr^voyaient que la foule n’irait pas au deli de 
la lettre des mythes; mais F^lite, de son propre mouvement et 
sans secours ext^rieur, ddcouvre la th^ologie qui s’y cache. C’est 
ce que Julien expose dans son Discours V Sur la Mere des dieux : 
«Que Ton ne suppose pas toutefois que je rapporte ici des faits 
r^els et qui se soient jamais passes [...] Les Anciens n’ont cess4 
de rechercher les causes des dtres, soit guides par les dieux, 
soit par leurs propres forces (mais peut-etre vaut-il mieux dire 
qu’ils cherchaient sous la conduite des dieux); les ayant trouv6es, 
ils ont envelopp^ leurs d^couvertes de mythes Stranges, pour 
que I’absurde invraisemblance de la fiction nous conduisit k 
enqueter sur elle et k rechercher le vrai. J’admets que le vul- 
gaire se contente de donn^es irr4fi6chies et s’arrete aux seuls 
symboles, du moment qu’ils sont utiles. Mais, pour les hommes 
d’une intelligence sup^rieure, seule la v6rit4 sur les dieux sera 
utile; si quelqu’un, I’ayant poursuivie guid6 par les dieux, la 
d^couvre et la saisit, c’est que ces 6nigmes I’auront avert! 

^ Ibid. 222 CD, p. 288, 12—23: Kara fdv rijv Sidvoutv anEpupalvovreq &iav 
oi fiv&ot ylyvojfVTai neqi ratv ^elcjv, amd^ev 7)fiiv waneg Pocbai xai diafiOQTVQovraL 
fiil Ttuneveiv djtXwg, dAAd rd axoneiv xai dieQewd<r&ai, Toaoikq) <5* icrri 

xgtitxop h Tothoig rov atfivov rd ajie^(paXvov, 5am did fxh ixelvov xaXodg Uav 
xai fAsydhwg xai dya^odg^ dv^gamovg di 6fimg xovg ^sovg xlvdwog vofjUaaty did 
di rmv dntfJupaivdvTmiv vntgdMvxag rmv iv rm qxivegm l^yofjievmv ini rijv i^Dgrj- 
fjiifrjiw adranv ovalav xai vnegixo^^^ ndvra rd dvra xadagdv vdrjaiv iXnig dvadga- 
fjieiv. 
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d’avoir k rechercher en elles quelque chose; sa d6couverte 
I’aura conduit, grace k la reflexion, au terme et comme au 
couronnement de son investigation; la croyance d^f^rente k 
Topinion d'autrui y aura eu moins de part que Tactivit^ de sa 
propre intelligence.»^ 

On disceme done dans la pens4e grecque tardive, au moins 
k partir du I*' sifecle de notre fere, une tradition assez ferme et 
durable qui considfere I’absurditfe littferale des mythes et des 
oracles comme rindice de la nfecessitfe de les interpreter par 
rallfegorie. On ne saurait douter que cette thfeorie s’apparente 
k celle que nous avons prfecedemment dfegagfee de Texfegfese 
biblique d’Origfene et d’Augustin. II serait intferessant de savoir 
s’il existe entre ces deux tendances exfegfetiques parallfeles une 
relation de causalitfe; malheuresement, la chronologie ne permet 
gufere de trancher cette question; la thfeorie apparait solidement 
felaborfee chez Origfene, k qui Augustin n’a presque rien ajoute 
sur ce point; mais les donnfees relevfees chez Plutarque sont 
trop sommaires pour qu’Origfene ait pu y trouver son inspira- 
r tion; Porphyre est plus explicite, mais son activity littferaire 
I est Ifegferement postferieure k celle du thfeologien alexandrin; 
d’un autre edtfe, il est peu vraisemblable que Julien soit en quoi 
que ce soit redevable k Origfene. Pour retrouver Torigine de 
j cette thfeorie, il faudrait remonter sans doute plus haut; Ton 
I en rencontrerait des traces chez Philon d’Alexandrie^, qui a du 
; la transmettre k Origfene; mais il la tient probablement lui-mfeme 

^ Oratio V 170 A—C, p. 220, 8—27: Kai fiij rig {moXdPxi fie liyeiv^ cog vama 
ijiQdx^TI Tiori xai ylyovev [. . .] 'AJJjol ol nahiuii tcuv ovxcov del Tag ah lag, iftoi twv 
&E(bv vcprjyovfievcov <r}> xard aq>dg avrovg diegewcofievoi, p6),Tiov 6i lacog ebiecw 
CrjTovvTeg vcp* iljyefioai rolg deoig, inevza evqovreg laxhiaaav a^d fiv&oig Tiaga- 
66^oig, iva did tov nagadd^ov xai daieficpalvovrog xd nXdofia epeoga^ev iTti xiff 
l^i^rjaiv iljfidg xrjg dXrj&elag Tcgorgitpfj, roig fdv Idulnaig dgxovatfg olfiat rf^g (Uoyov 
xai did Tcbv avfiPdXcov fidvwv dxpeXeCag, rolg de negiTcoig xard xijv cpgovrjaiv ovxcog 
dv fidvcog iaofiivrjg uxpeXlfiov rfjg negi ^edtv d}^ri&eCag, et rig i^exdCcov adxijv vcp* 
‘ffyefidai roig deoig evgoi xai kafioi, did fih xwv alviyfidrcov dnofivffcrdelg, dxt 
Ti negi avrebv l^rfielv, ig Tih)g dd xai dxmeg xogvep^v xov ngdyfiaxog did. rfjg axi- 
xpecog evgebv nogev&elij, ovx aldoi xai nlaxei fidXkov dX^xnglag dd^ijg rf rfj aeperigg, 
xard vovv ivegyeCq, 

* Cf. C. Siegfried, Philo von Alexandria als Ausleger des alien Testa¬ 
ments, Jena 1876, p. 10 et 165 sq. 
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des ex6gfetes stoiciens; Tun d’eux, le pseudo-H^raclite, estime | 
que c’est Timpi^td des pofemes hom^riques pris k la lettre qui 
fonde la l^gitimitd de rinterpr^tation all^gorique^; il ne parle 
pas de leur absurdity, mais Ton comprend que Timpi^td d6- 
bouche dans Tabsurditd dfes que Ton quitte le plan religieux 
pour celui de la logique. Aussi bien, il n’entre pas maintenant 
dans notre propos de rechercher Torigine demifere de la doctrine 
de Tabsurditd comme signe de Talldgorie; notre seul dessein ^ 
6tait ici de montrer la presence de cette conception k la fois ! 
dans Fex^gfese chr^tienne et dans I’ex^gfese paienne, et & la ^ 
meme dpoque; il y a l^t, nous semble-t-il, un fait significatif 
k soi seul, et une illustration, sur un cas particulier, de la parents 
plus g^ndrale des procddds ex^gdtiques que les chrdtiens appli- 
quaient k la Bible et les Grecs k lexur mythologie. 

^ Quaestiones homericae 22, 6d, Oelmann p. 32, 18—33, 2. 
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Die Auslegungsgeschichte 
als notwendige theologische Aufgabe 

L. ViscHER, Herblingen — D. Lebch, Oberhallau 

Man hat es von jeher fiir wichtig angesehen, bei der Aus- 
legung eines Textes auch Kommentatoren friiherer Zeiten nach 
ihrer Meinung zu fragen. In manchen Kommentaren finden wir 
Angaben iiber die Anslegung friiherer Epochen, manchmal sogar 
regelrechte Exkurse, in welchen viel auslegungsgeschichtliches 
Material zusammengetragen ist. Es kann aber nicht libersehen 
werden, daU diesen Bemuhungen sehr oft etwas ZufaUiges an- 
haftet. Meistens sind einfach gewisse Autoren willklirlich heraus- 
gegrifiFen und ihre Meinungen werden nebeneinander hingestellt, 
ohne daU zwischen ihnen ein innerer Zusammenhang sichtbar 
wiirde. Sicher leistet auch dieses Verfahren der Auslegung 
gewisse Dienste. Es werden namlich die verschiedenen Meinungen 
sichtbar, die dem Texte gegeniiber moglich sind. Etwas sehr 
Wesentliches ist aber dabei nicht beachtet: die Tatsache nam¬ 
lich, daB die Auslegung, die ein Text im Laufe der Zeit gefunden 
hat, eine zusammenhangende Geschichte darstellt. Eine Aus¬ 
legung kommt nicht zustande, indem ein Ausleger sich ohne 
Voraussetzungen mit einem Text auseinandersetzt; der Aus¬ 
leger steht in einer bestimmten Tradition der Auslegung, mit 
der er sich einverstanden erklart, von der er sich abgrenzt, von 
der er jedenfalls bestimmt ist. Seine Auslegung wird darum nur 
voll verstandlich, wenn man sie als Bestandteil eines auslegungs- 
geschichtlichen Vorganges zu sehen vermag. Man darf sich 
darum nicht damit begniigen, einige Zeugen aus der Vergangen- 
heit zusammenhanglos anzurufen und statistisch zu vermerken. 
Es ist vielmehr notwendig, der gesamten Geschichte nachzuspii- 
ren, die ein Text oder ein bibhscher BegrifiF im Laufe der Zeit ge- 
habt hat. Erst dieses Bemiihen kann im eigenthchen Sinne als Aus- 
legimgsgeschichte bezeichnet werden. Und die Forderung, die wir 
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vorlegen mochten, geht dahin, daB solche Auslegungsgeschichte 
als notwendige theologische Aufgabe zu erkennen sei, daB ihre 
Methode griindlich durchdacht und daB die Arbeit auf diesem 
Gebiete so weitgehend wie moglich koordiniert werden miisse. 

Es seien hier zunachst einige tJberlegungen angestellt, wozu 
die Auslegungsgeschichte dienlich sein kann: 

1. Zunachst kommen die Ergebnisse, die sie zeitigt, der Aus- 
legung des Textes zugute. Sobald der Verlauf der Auslegungs¬ 
geschichte eines Textes erhellt wird, wird uns namlich der Aus- 
gangspunkt, von dem aus w i r unsere Exegese vollziehen, in 
seiner Bedingtheit sichtbar. Es wird uns bis zu einem gewissen 
Grade bewuBt, von welchen Voraussetzungen wir unwillkiirlich 
bestimmt sind, und es gelingt uns, unsere Arbeit am Texte 
einer kritischen Priifung zu imterziehen. Des weiteren verhilfb 
uns die Auslegungsgeschichte dazu aufzuzeigen, wo gewisse 
Texte unwillkiirlich iiberinterpretiert werden, etwa dadurch, daB 
ein Text jahrhundertelang dazu herhalten muBte, eine be- 
stimmte theologische Problematik zu exemplifizieren. Es ist 
klar, daB sich beide Vorteile fur die exegetische Ausgangslage 
erst dann ergeben, wenn die Auslegungsgeschichte in ihrer 
Gesamtheit erforscht und dargestellt wird. 

2. Nun kann uns aber eine methodisch streng betriebene Aus¬ 
legungsgeschichte nicht nur die Auslegung eines Textes erleich- 
tem. Es kommt ein weiterer Nutzen hinzu: Sie hilft uns die 
bestehende exegetische Literatur zu erschlieBen. Die ex¬ 
egetische Literatur wird von Historikem verhaltnismaBig wenig 
beriicksichtigt. Das ist leicht verstandlich. Kommentare sind 
keine direkten Quellen. Ein systematisches Werk scheint uns 
die GeisteshaJtimg eines Menschen unmittelbarer zu zeigen als 
eine Auslegung. Bei der Auslegung tritt das Personliche jeden- 
falls auf den ersten Blick zurtick, eben well der Ausleger mit 
der sachlichen Aufgabe der Exegese beschaftigt ist. Nun macht 
aber gerade diese Eigenschaft die exegetische Literatur wiederum 
zu einer besonders wichtigen historischen Quelle. Denn hier 
wird mit besonderer Unmittelbarkeit sichtbar, wie ein christ- 
licher Denker die verpflichtenden Zeugnisse seines Glaubens 
verstanden und gedeutet hat und in welcher Weise seine Formu- 
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lierung des Glaubens durch sie bestimmt worden ist. Der christ- 
liche Theologe ist einerseits der Exponent einer bestimmten 
Tradition, einer bestimmten Geistesrichtung und einer bestimm¬ 
ten geistigen Umgebung und andererseits ist er mit den Zeug- 
nissen des christlichen Glaubens konfrontiert. Sein theologisches 
Denken enthalt darum verschiedene Komponenten. Und nun 
kann man nirgends mit derselben Unmittelbarkeit erkennen, 
wie das biblische Denken sich mit den Bedingungen und den 
Denkvoraussetzungen einer bestimmten Zeit verbindet, wie da, 
wo ein Theologe sich als Exeget mit der Schrift auseinander- 
setzt. AUerdings bedarf es einer eindringenden auslegungs- 
geschichtlichen Untersuchung, bis man diesen Vorgang wirk- 
lich authentisch zu erkennen vermag: Jede Auslegung muB in 
ihren geschichtlichen Zusammenhang gestellt werden; aber 
dann werden Kommentare in ganz besonderer Weise als Quellen 
zu sprechen beginnen, und der Historiker wird sofort auf den 
eminenten Quellenwert der exegetischen Literatur aufmerksam 
werden mlissen. Es wird dann sinnvoll, die z. T. noch unbekannte 
exegetische Literatur ans Licht zu ziehen. Es wird sinnvoll, 
sie kritisch zu dm'chgehen und literarisch zu bestimmen. Man 
denke nm*, wie wenig man z. B. mit den groBen Kommentar- 
werken des 17. und 18. Jahrhunderts anzufangen weiB. In der 
Auslegimgsgeschichte nehmen sie aber eine wichtige Stellung 
ein. Man kann also sagen: Durch eine griindlich betriebene 
Auslegungsgeschichte wird eine Menge von unbearbeitetem 
Material zur Bearbeitung reif. Und selbstverstandlich wird 
diese Bearbeitimg auch Nebenergebnisse zeitigen. Es ist bis 
jetzt wohl noch keine auslegungsgeschichtliche Arbeit geschrie- 
ben worden, ohne daB zugleich auch unerwartete und auf- 
schluBreiche quellenmaBige und literarische Zusammenhange 
entdeckt worden waren und ohne daB man auf neue histoiische 
Beziehungen aufmerksam geworden ware^. Mit einem Wort: 
Eine unbekannte Literatur beginnt zu sprechen. 

^ Vgl. „Da8 Lob Abrahams bei Gregor von Nyssa imd Ephram** in: 
D. Lerch, Isaaks Opfenmg, S. 116ff.; femer ebenda, S. 232 f., die Aus- 
fiihrungen iiber die Beziehimg zwischen dem Genesiskommentar des 
Johannes Wild imd dem Farrago annotationum Zwinglis (vgl. dazu 
noch TheoL Zeitschr. 1962, 471 f.). 
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3. Den dritten Nutzen aus der Auslegungsgeschichte zieht 
die Dogmen- und die Theologiegeschichte. Die dogmatischen 
Oder theologischen Aussagen haben ja jeweils einen biblisch- 
exegetischen Hintergrund; sie sind entweder aus der Schrift 
gewonnen oder doch vor der Schrift verantwortet worden. 
Aber worin nun auch die Relation zur Schrift bestehe, jeden- 
falls ist die Kenntnis davon fur die Dogmen- und Theologie¬ 
geschichte als Erganzung auBerst wertvoll. Man hat selbst- 
verstandlich schon immer die entsprechende Bibelexegese 
herangezogen, um bestimmte dogmatische Aussagen besser und 
konkreter zu verstehen. Aber merkwiirdigerweise wird in den 
Gesamtdarstellungen der Dogmengeschichte der Anted, den 
das biblische Denken an der Entwicklung der kirchlichen Lehre 
gehabt hat, weniger beachtet. Man konzentriert sich da in der 
Regel auf die immanente Entwicklung der Lehre und auf die 
Ermittelung von auBeren Einfliissen. Das mag wieder damit 
zusammenhangen, daB die exegetische Literatur quellenmaBig 
noch wenig erschlossen ist, aber es ist klar, daB eine systematisch 
gefiihrte Auslegungsgeschichte die Erforschung dieses Zu- 
sammenhanges erleichtem und der Dogmen- und Theologie¬ 
geschichte manches neue Licht zutragen kann. 

4. Es wiirde uber den Rahmen dieser Mittedung hinaus- 
fiihren, wenn dargelegt werden sodte, inwiefem die Auslegungs¬ 
geschichte auch fiir die systematische Theologie bedeutungsvoU 
ist^. Wir begnugen uns damit, bloB darauf hinzuweisen, daB es 

^ Es ist imbestritten, daB zwischen historisch-kritischer Schrift- 
auslegung und bekenntnisgebundener Interpretation eine Briicke ge- 
schlagen werden muB. Natiirlich ist damit nicht dies gemeint, daB gegen- 
seitig mehr oder weniger zufallige Anleihen gemacht werden. Es kann 
sich vielmehr nur darum handeln, daB das historisch-kritisch Erarbeitete 
als Zeugrds der Offenbarungsgeschichte, d. h. der Geschichte des gott- 
lichen Bundes mit dem alt- und neutestamentlichen Gottesvolk erkannt 
und gedeutet wird. N\m betrachte man es zunachst einmal als eine 
Arbeitsvoraussetzung, daB die Bedingungen, unter denen sich die Aus- 
legung biblischer Schriften vollzogen hat und noch vollzieht, wenigstens 
z. T. nicht andere sind als die Bedingungen, unter denen die biblischen 
Zeugnisse fixiert worden sind. Insofem mm die Auslegungsgeschichte 
irgendeines Abschnittes uns historisch naher und darum deutlicher 
erkennbar ist als die Entstehungsgeschichte irgendeines biblischen Textes 
bzw. Buches, kann jene gewissermaBen als ein VergroBerungsglas diese 
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sich auch hier um einen sehr wichtigen Zusammenhang handelt; 
das ist um so mehr gerechtfertigt, weil bei diesem Frageaspekt 
die konfessionelle Bindung hinsichtlich des BegriflFes der Ofifen- 
barung entscheidend ins Gewicht fallt. 

Nun ist aber nicht nur vom Nutzen der Auslegungsgeschichte 
zu reden, sondem auch davon, wie die auslegungsgeschichtliche 
Arbeit sich fordem laBt. Es ist klar, daB an den Auslegimgsge- 
schichtler die hochsten Anforderungen gestellt sind. Er muB nicht 
nur den Uberblick iiber die Kirchengeschichte haben, sondem 
sollte eigentlich in alien Epochen iiber Spezialkenntnisse verfiigen. 
Das ist eine Aufgabe, die ein einzelner nicht bewaltigen kann. 
Darum ist auf dem Gebiet der Auslegungsgeschichte wie kaum 
auf einem andem Gebiet die Zusammenarbeit notwendig. Es ware 
deshalb sehr zu wiinschen, daB der Kontakt unter denen zustande 
kommt, die sich um diese besondere Aufgabe bemiihen. Gerade 
weil es sich um ein verhaltnismaBig noch wenig bearbeitetes 
Gebiet handelt, ist es wichtig, daB man einander auf die Arbeits- 
methoden aufmerksam macht, die man selber anwendet; man 
muB einander die Quellen mitteilen, die man benutzt hat, und 
die Beobachtungen, die man daran gemacht hat. Man muB die 
Moglichkeit haben, sich in einem Gebiet kontrollieren zu lassen, 
in dem man weniger bewandert ist. Das alles laBt sich schwer 
organisieren, aber es kann dadurch gefordert werden, daB man 
die Gelegenheit zum Kontakt sucht. Wer auslegimgsgeschicht- 
lich arbeiten will, muB sich jedenfalls dariiber im klaren sein, 
daB er auf Kontakt angewiesen ist. 

Wichtig ist weiter die gegenseitige Information iiber im Gang 
befindliche Arbeiten. Zunachst, solange die Auslegungsgeschichte 
noch methodisch im Werden ist, schadet es nichts, wenn ein Text 
doppelt bearbeitet wird. Aber trotzdem ist es eine unsinnige 

deutlicher zeigen. Aiislegungsgeschichtlich Verstehen meint mehr, ala 
daB die Stimmen der fniheren Ausleger mit Gewinn angehort werden. 
Der auslegungsgeschichtliche Tatbestand wird zum Abbild des Geheim- 
nisses, das der auszulegende Text selber bezeugt. Auslegimgsgeschicht* 
lich Erkl^n heiBt auch nicht, das Geheimnis rational auflosen, sondem 
es als Zeugnis der Offenbarung respektieren und deuten. (Man vergleiche 
dazu D. Lerch, Zur Frage n€u:h dem Verstehen der Schrifb, Zeitschrifb 
fur Theologie und Kirche 3, 1952, 350fif.) 
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Krafteverschwendung, die moglichst vermieden werden sollte. 
Bei den wenigen Arbeiten, die auf dem Gebiete der Auslegungs- 
geschichte erschienen Bind, sind ims bereite Doppelbearbeitnngen 
bekannt geworden, und jedesmal war das mit Enttauschungen 
und Nachteilen verbnnden^. Ein Schritt zur Koordinierung ist 
damit getan worden, daB der Verlag Siebeck in Tubingen eine 
Reihe mit auslegungsgeschichtlichen Arbeiten herauszugeben 
begonnen hat. Es miiBte hier noch mehr getan werden etwa da- 
durch, daB sich eine Zeitschrift bereit erklarte, zunachst regel- 
maBige Forschungsberichte zu publizieren und spater beim 
weiteren Ausbau der Forschung auch iiber projektierte Arbeiten 
zu informieren. 

^ Die Auslegungsgeschichte von Matth. 27, 61—63 wurde doppelt be- 
arbeitet und veroflfentlicht: 

a) Hermann Zeller S. J., Corpora Sanctorum, Eine Studie zu Matth. 
27, 62—63, Zeitschrift f. kath. Theologie 1949, S. 386—466. 

b) Erich Fascher, Das Weib des Pilatus (Matth. 27, 19). Die Auf- 
erweckung der Heiligen (Matth. 27, 61—63). Zwei Studien zur Ge- 
schichte der Schriftauslegung, Hallische Monographien Nr. 20, Halle 1961. 

Bei den andem Fallen von Doppelbeeurbeitungen kam es nicht zu einer 
Veroffentlichung, well die eine Arbeit abgebrochen werden muBte. 
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The Early History of the Exegesis of Gen. 1.26 

R. McL. Wilson, St. Andrews 

Professor H. E. W. Turner in his Bampton Lectures observes 
that the history of the exegesis of individual texts still awaits 
detailed examination^. The present paper is intended as a 
preliminary contribution to the fulfilment of this task. 

Of the three texts which Professor Turner mentions, the 
first is Gen. 1. 26, on which he says: “A greater knowledge of 
Hebrew idiom would interpret the text as a simple example of 
the plural of majesty. The Fathers, however, discover here 
a glimpse into the counsels of the Triune God. The majority 
interpret the words as a dialogue between the Father and the 
Son, but others, particularly of the Antiochene tradition, 
detect a full Trinitarianism. Origen stands alone in a diffidently 
expressed opinion (perhaps derived from some rabbinic tradition) 
that the angels are here addressed”^. 

In point of fact, there are three distinct questions of inter¬ 
pretation to be traced in the history of the exegesis of this 
text: (l)the significance of the plural Ttoiypaj/uev; (2) the identity 
of the man thus created; (3) the meaning attached to the phrase 
xar elxdva xai xad^ dfwUoaiv^. A full treatment would of 
necessity involve consideration of the whole idea of the image 
of God, which would far exceed the limits of space available. 
Considerations of space again make it necessary to confine this 
study to the early history, up to the time of Origen. 


^ The Pattern of Christian Truth, 274 f. 

* Ibid. 

* It may be noted that references to the imcige and likeness of 
God in patristic texts are sometimes identified not as from Gen. 1. 26, 
but as from G^n. 1. 27. For present purposes the distinction is not 
important and has been largely ignored. 
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As Skinner^ observes, the plural verb in this text has always 
been a problem. In Jewish exegesis it was, according to Moore*, 
a common opinion that it was to the angels that these words 
were addressed, and thus we find it said “when the Holy One, 
blessed be He, sought to create man. He took counsel with the 
ministering angels”*. In Sank. 38b it is stated that the plural 
verbs in this and other passages are necessary to teach R. 
Johanan’s dictum, that God does nothing without consulting 
His heavenly C!ourt^. In the Pirke of R, Eliezer^, however, the 
words are said to be addressed to the Torah, while in the Secrets 
of Enoch^ they are a command addressed to Wisdom. With 
this last we may compare the Clementine Homilies’^, where 
Simon Magus claims that the plural verb indicates a plurality 
of agents, but Peter replies elg icrciv d rfj avrov aoq>lq. ebuov 
IIoiriacDfjLev xxX. When we recall the ideas of Christ as the new 
Torah®, and as the Wisdom of God and the power of God®, 
these passages may perhaps be considered significant for the 
later Trinitarian development. 

In the Rabbinic literature, however, there is also a vigorous 
polemic against any suggestion of plurality in the Godhead. 
According to 9a^®, the LXX translators altered the Creation 

' Genesis (ICC) 30. 

• Judaism I. 407. 

’ Num. Rabbah 19. 3 (cf. G^n. Kabbah 8. 8; Eccles. Kabbah 7. 23. 1). 

^ Soncino edition, p. 244. A similar statement is ascribed to R. Sim¬ 
la! in Gen. Rabbah 8. 9. (cf. Deut. Rabbah 2. 13). See also J. Ber. IX 
12d, 13a (ed. Schwab, London 1886, p. 160f.), and Herford, Christianity 
in Talmud and Midrash, 255 ff. 

® Cf. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, 54. This work is dated by 
Scholem in the 8th century (Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism, 170; 
cf. Zunz, Gottesdienstliche Vortrage, 1892, 289); but it may contain 
older material. 

• II Enoch 30. 8 (cf. Bousset-Gressmann, Religion des Judentums, 
3. Aufl., 345). 

’ Ps.-Clem., Horn. XVI. Ilf. Cf. Clem., Recog. 2. 39, where Gen. 1. 26, 
3. 22 and 11. 7 are quoted by Simon Magus as proof of a plurality of 
gods. Two of these texts are mentioned in Sanh. 38b. Cf. Philo, De conf. 
ling. 168fr. 

® Davies, op. cit., 147ff. 

• I Cor. 1. 24. 

Soncino ed., p. 49, with notes there. Cf. Bousset-Gressmann, op. 
cit., 158 n. 3. 
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story to prevent the idea of two Powers being read into the 
text. R. Hda denies that there was any taking of counsel, and 
interprets the plural as a plural of majesty^. According to R. 
Simlai^, wherever there is found a point apparently supporting 
the heretics, the refutation is to be found at its side. Thus here 
the plural is immediately followed by the singular. 

The question of the identity of the Minim of the Talmud has 
given rise to some debate, the heretics being variously iden¬ 
tified with Christians, Christian or Jewish Gnostics, or heterodox 
Jews of some other kind. Moore®, quoting Justin Martyr, thinks 
that Christians are here in view, but Justin quite clearly refers 
to Jewish interpretations and Jewish heresies: djuog oA- 
Xdaaovreg roi^ TtQoXeley/jihfovg 2oyovg ixelva Xiyrjre d oi didd- 
axaXoi vfiMV Xdyovaiv .... ixiyovg rovg elqrifjiivofOQ in avrov tov 
Mcoa&og TtdXiv UnoQ^o), ii wv dvajLupikdxTcog Tigdg riva xal OQidfjuo 
dvra Sregov, Xoyvxdv in&gyofvxa^ &nikr\xhai avrov iniyv&vai dxofAtv^, 
One of the theories he rejects is that the body of man was made 
by the angels. He himself understands the text of Wisdom, 
with a reference to Prov. 8. 21 ff., which he has quoted in the 
preceding section®. 

At first sight, a more promising candidate for consideration 
as the source of Origen’s opinion would appear to be Philo of 
Alexandria, who is generally recognised to have been in many 
respects a precursor of Origen®. The question is, however, com¬ 
plicated by the difficulty of interpreting Philo’s statements. 
Drummond, for example, argues that Philo distinguished 
between the angels and the powers of God, and claims that 
though the powers were not necessarily angels, the angels 

' Gen. Kabbah 8. 8. Another possibility is that R. Hila took the verb, 
in Skinner’s term, as a plural of self-deliberation (cf. Justin, c. Tryph. 62). 

* Ib. 8. 9 (cf. above p. 421 n. 4). 

» Op. cit., I. 366 note 4. 

^ C. Tryph. 62. Cf. Quispel, Eranos XXII (1964) 204. 

® Cf. Turner, op. cit., 276: “The identification of the Word and the 
Wisdom which early became with a few exceptions dominant in the 
Patristic period gave the text a prima facie relevance to the doctrine 
of the Son” (on Prov. 8. 22, the second of the texts which he mentions). 

• Cf. Turner, op. cit., 281; Dani61ou, Sacramentum futuri, 48, et 
al.; id., Origen (E. T. 1966), 178ff. 
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were most certainly powers^. If this is correct, and the powers 
to whom, according to Philo, the creation of man was delegated 
are the angels, we should require to look no further for Origen’s 
source. This involves however what may be rather a large 
assumption, that Origen interpreted Philo’s statements in one 
particular way, and cannot be regarded as certain. Of the four 
passages in which the question is discussed, one only mentions 
angels in the context as attendant beings*. In none is it expli¬ 
citly stated that it was to the angels that the words were spoken. 

What is clear is that Philo understood the plural verb to 
imply the co-operation of secondary creators. The idea goes 
back ultimately to the Timaeus of Plato, but Philo shows 
how easUy it could be read into the Genesis narrative*. His 
interpretation is briefly that the plural is used with reference 
to the creation of man alone, so that God might be known as 
Creator when man walked irreproachably, but other and sub¬ 
ordinate beings might be responsible for man’s faults and failures 
A distinction is thus introduced between the divine element in 
man and the inferior part which is the work of the subordinate 
powers. This comes near to the theories of the later Gnostics, 
although it would appear that similar views were held in cer¬ 
tain more or less heterodox Jewish circles®. At the same time 
PhUo in one passage seems apprehensive lest the plural be inter¬ 
preted as implying a polytheistic conception of God, and empha¬ 
sises that God alone is Creator and Lord before going on to 

^ Philo Judaeus II. 147. Skinner (op. cit. 31) includes Philo among 
the holders of the view that angels were intended. 

* De conf. ling. 168 fif. The other passages referred to are De op. mundi 
72f., De mut. nom. 31, De fug. 71 f. (cf. Drummond, op. cit., II. 138£f.). 
Other references to the text occur in De op. mundi 134, Leg. alleg. I 31, 
(cf. Leisegang’s Index s. v. elxwv). Cf. also De plant. 19, referred by the 
editors to Gen. 1, 27. 

* Drummond, op. cit., II. 139; Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks, 166. 

^ De op. mundi 72 ff.; De mut. nom. 31. 

* According to Philo, the Essenes held that God is the author of 
good only, not of evil (Q. O. P. L. 84; cf. Moore, op. cit., I. 364 n. 3). 
In the Gnostic “Treatise on the Three Natures” found at Nag Hammadi, 
similar views are ascribed to Jewish heresies (Quispel, Christliche Gnosis 
und jiidische Heterodoxie, Evang. Theologie 1964; id., Der Gnostische 
Anthropos und die jiidische Tradition, Eranos XXII [1964] 201). 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



424 


R. McL. Wilson 


say that God has about Him His attendant powers^. In this 
Philo is at one with the Rabbis. 

According to Moore the point on which Jewish thought laid 
hold was this: that the divine likeness was the common in¬ 
heritance of mankind. From this was drawn a moral consequence, 
a universal principle of conduct. But the question wherein 
more specifically this resemblance lay “does not seem to have 
been a subject of speculation in the Palestinian schools”. For 
those writers who have come under Greek influence, however, 
the question does arise, and is variously answered. Thus in the 
Wisdom of Solomon the image of God is said to consist in 
immortality®. In the case of Philo, the question is once more 
complicated by problems of interpretation, the allegorical 
method which he employs allowing him to apply the text in 
various ways*. In De op. mundi 69ff. he appears to interpret 
Gen. 1. 26 of actual man, and here the ebcdn^ is said to be men¬ 
tioned xard rov rfjg rfyepdva vovv. The dv&Qomivog vovg 

occupies the same position in man as does o /udyag i^yepiwv, 
presumably the X6yog, in the world at large. Later in the same 
treatise, however, he uses the two narratives of the Creation 
in Genesis as the basis for a distinction between the man of 
Gen. 2. 7, who consists of soul and body and is by nature mortal, 
and the man of Gen. 1. 26, who is an Idda or ySvo^ or a(pQaytg, 
intelligible, incorporeal, and by nature incorruptible {dq^&agrog)^. 
According to Moore®, the likeness for Philo is a likeness at the 
third remove, in the descending sequence: God, the Logos, 
Ideal Man, actual individual man; but it may perhaps be ques¬ 
tioned if this is not too systematic a presentation. In De conf. 
ling. 146, for example, the Logos is said to be styled oqxV 
SvofjLa &€ov and d xar elxdva dv&Qomog, whereas elsewhere 
man xar eix6va &eov appears to be either ideal man or the mind 

^ De conf. ling. 170f. 

* Op. cit. I. 447. 

» Ibid. I. 448. 

* Cf. Drummond, loc. cit.; Kennedy, Philo’s Contribution to Religion, 
76 ff.; Wolfson, Philo I. 385 ff., 426 ff. 

* De op. mimdi 134fr.; cf. Leg. alleg. 1. 31. 

* Op. cit., I. 449. n. 1. 
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or soul in man. Without prejudice to the attempts which have 
been made to systematise his thought, it would seem true to 
say that Philo offers three distinct interpretations, all of which 
are taken up by later writers^. 

In the New Testament the text is not directly quoted, but 
there are a number of allusions, in addition to those passages 
which would require to be considered in a study of the idea of 
the image of God. In James ^ we find with reference to the 
tongue “Therewith we bless the Lord and Father; and there¬ 
with we curse rovg dv&Qcojwvg rovg dfiouoaiv Geov yeyo~ 

v6rag”. In the light of later usage one is tempted to interpret 
this of the Christian community alone, but it is more probably 
to be taken in a general sense, of ordinary men. James is there¬ 
fore in line with the Palestinian Jewish tradition. 

In the New Testament, apart from I Cor. 11. 7, it is Christ 
who is the ^lxd)v rov 0eov, and this offers the most natural 
explanation of Eph. 4. 24: xal hdvaaa&ai rov xaivov &v&Qctmov 
rov xard 0edv Ktur&hra. According to Westcott®, Christ is 
the new man, while Robinson* says that God Himself is the 
rvTtog after which the new man is created. Robinson finds an 
allusion to Gen. 1. 27, the language of which, he says, is more 
closely followed in Col. 3. 9f: OTiexdvadfjievoi rov TtaXaicv dv&Qco- 
Tiov .... xal ivdvadfMSVoi rov vdov rov dvaxaivovfjLSVov elg inlyvoDaiv 
xar ebcdva rov xxlaavrog avrdv. The difficulty of this interpretation 
lies in the words xrur&dvra and rov xxlaavrog avxdvy which if the 
“new man” is identified with Christ would afford a convenient 
weapon for the Arians. Athanasius interprets the “new man” 
of the mind reborn in Christ: ov ydq (bg erdgov STjjuiovgyrj&dvrog 
jiagd rov dQXV^ ebcdva yevdfjLsvov &v&Q(07tov IXsyev <UAd rov dv 
Xqurtl^ xrur&dvra xal dvaxaivur&dvra voih^ awepovkevev dvaXapelv^. 

^ Cf. also Volker, Fortschritt u. Vollendung bei Philo, TU 49. 1,160ff. 

* James 3. 9, taken by Nestle as a reference to Gen. 1. 27. 

• Epistle to the Ephesians, 1906, 68. Cf. Gal. 3. 27. 

* St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians, 1903, 191. 

• Ep. I ad Serap. 9 (PG 26, 663 C). Cf. Augustine, Tract, in Joh. V. 12 
(Corpus Christianorum, Series Latina XXXVI, p. 47): qttod Chriatianus, 
renovatur ad imaginem Dei, a quo homo foetus est ad imaginem Dei, 
The same difficulty was encountered in the interpretation of Col. 1. 16 
(cf. Lightfoot, Col. 210ff., esp. 214£f.; Abbott, 0)1. (ICC) 213). 
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Like Philo, Paul distinguishes the heavenly man and the 
earthly, but for Paul, in contrast to Philo’s theory, it is the 
first man who is “of the earth, earthy”^. It may perhaps be 
suggested that in this passage we have the source of the dis¬ 
tinction later to be drawn by Irenaeus and others, between the 
ebcdjv, the common image belonging to the whole human race, 
and the ofwUoau;, the potentiality of assimilation to the divine 
goodness^. Paul does not however distinguish the elxcbv from 
the SfJLoiaxJLQ, but uses ebcwv in both cases: xcc&wg i(poQiaafiev 
T'^v ebcova rov xoXxov^ qx)giaopi€v xai rrjv ebc6va rov iTtovgaviov, 

If the variant (pogdacojuev for (poQeaojLtev were correct, we 
should have here the first clear Christian example in a long 
succession of the ethical use of the concept. Even without this, 
however, it is certain that the ethical application of the idea 
of the divine image in the Christian Church goes back at least 
to Paul. It is the destiny of Christians to become avn/MiQq:ovg 
rfjg elxdvoQ rov viov avrov^, or again, rrjv avrijv eixdva 
fjLexafjLOQcpovcr&aL dmo doSrjg eig dd^av^. As we have noted, the 
ethical implications were already drawn in Judaism. 

In the Apostolic Fathers there is little to detain us. The text 
does not appear in Hermas, in Ignatius or in Polycarp, although 
it is quoted in the pseudo-Ignatian Epistle to the Antiochenes^. 
In / Clement it is used as the basis of an exhortation to righteous¬ 
ness®. Domer wished to understand the ebcdyv in this context 
of Christ, but Lightfoot, while admitting that the text in Genesis 
is interpreted of the Son by later Fathers, sees no indication 
in the context that this idea was present to the author’s mind’. 
The first interpretation in a Trinitarian direction appears in 
Barnabas 6. 6: 6 xvQvog ... m ehcev 6 UoiTjOiopev ... 

1 I Cor. 16. 45fif. 

® For the distinction, cf. Mayor, Epistle of James, 113f. 

^ Rom. 8. 29 (cf. I John 3. 2 Sfjioioi iadfieOa). 

* II Cor. 3. 18. 

® Ps.-Ignatius, Ad Antioch. 2 (Lightfoot, Ignatius II. 2, 818). Cf. 
also Ep. ad Diog. 10. 2 with Meecham’s notes. 

* Clem. Rom., ad Cor. 33; Gen. 1. 26 is quoted immediately after an 
allusion to Gen. 2. 7. 

’ Lightfoot, Clement of Rome, II. 102; cf. also Gebhardt-Hckmack, 
Patres Apostolici, I. 1, 63f. 
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The interpretation is repeated in 6.12: Xdyei yoQ ygatpr} tisqI 
(hg Xiyei rep vieby Iloirjaajfiev . . . Here it should be noted 
that, in addition to the “Trinitarian” interpretation of the 
plural, the text as a whole is referred to the regeneration of 
Christians^. 

The purpose of Tatian, according to Professor R. M. Grant 2 , 
is to examine the ways in which man is like or unlike the animals. 
His own definition of man is “the image and likeness of God”®, 
the image being not the soul but the spirit, which is given only 
to those who obey Grod*. Grant rejects Wellmann’s view that 
Tatian was a source of Origen, claiming that for Origen the 
image is not the spirit but the reason of man, and that Tatian 
in fact agrees with Celsus rather than with Origen. 

However that may be, Tatian’s interpretation certainly 
seems to offer a clue to the problems, and the reasoning, which 
gave rise to the Gnostic theories®. The heavenly Logos, he says, 
made man, an image of immortality, ?caTd t?)v tov yewijaavzog 
avrov n<xTQdg julfirjaiv^. There are two kinds of spirit, of which 
the one is called “soul”, while the other is greater than the soul, 
an image and likeness of God’. Both of these existed in the 
first men, that in one respect they might be material (vh>co()y 
in another superior to matter. Both men and angels were given 
freedom of choice, that the bad might be justly punished and 
the righteous deservedly praised. By reason of the fall, he who 
was made in the likeness of God became mortal, when the “more 
powerful Spirit” departed from him®. The soul is not in itself 

^ Gebhardt-Hamack I. 2, 29. 

’ Miracle and Natural Law, 99. 

» Or. 16. 

^ Or. 12—13. 

• Grant, Joum. of Theol. Stud. (1954) 62fif., draws attention to cer¬ 
tain similarities between Tatian and the Gnostics. In Vigil. Christ. IX 
(1955) 28 he says “Tatian wrote not in the name of Christianity but as 
an individual gnostic teacher”. According to Irenaeus (I 26. 1 Harvey), 
he fell under Gnostic influence only after the death of Justin. 

• Or. 7. 

’ Ib. 12. 

• Ib. 7. Some connection may perhaps be suspected between the 
dwarwxeQov nvtvfia of Tatian and the dtatpegov Ttpevfia of the Valen- 
tinians (cf. Sagnard, La Gnose valentinienne, index s. v.). 
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immortal, yet it is possible for it not to die. If it continue alone, 
it tends downward towards matter, and dies together with the 
flesh; if, however, it enters into union (ovfvy/a) with the divine 
Spirit, it is no longer helpless, but ascends to the regions whither 
the Spirit guides it^. 

Tatian was acquainted with the Gnostic theories, and even 
influenced by them, but he does not seem to go so far. The 
Gnostics are accused by the Fathers of misinterpretation and 
distortion of the Scriptures (as Irenaeus put it, similia loquentes 
fidelibua non solum dissimila sapiunt, sed et contraria^) and this 
text was among those which suffered. The references and allu¬ 
sions are now considerably more numerous, but it would be a 
mistake to assume that every passage in which the words 
xar eixova or xaff* dpoUooLV, or their Latin equivalents, occur 
is a genuine allusion to this text. 

One feature, especially in the Valentinian system, is the 
multiplication of images and likenesses in the supra-mundane 
sphere, upon which Irenaeus pours his scorn*. Achamoth is 
the image of the Father, the Demiurge of Nous*; elsewhere the 
Demiurge is himself the image of the Father*. The four elements 
are produced as an image of the higher tetrad®, while again it 
is said that the man who was moulded possesses in himself xai 
ebc6va rfjg Svco dwdpecog “the power from the one source’’. This 
is established in the region about the brain, from which flow 
four powers, i. e. four of the five senses xar elxdva r^g dm 
rexQo&og^. Again it is said that Achamoth, on being delivered 

^ Ib. 13. Cf. HippoL, Phil. VI32. 9; Brooke, Fragments of Heracleon, 40. 

* Adv. haer. Ill 18. 3 Harvey (III 17. 4 Massuet). Cf. Sagnard, La 
Gnose valentinienne et le t^moignage de Saint Ir^n^e, 84 n. 6. 

* Ib. II 6. 1 H. (II 7. 1 M.). Cf. Sagnard, op. cit., 638f. (index of 
Greek words s. v. sbccov), 

* Ib. I 1. 9 H. (I 5. 1 M.); Exc. ex Theodoto 7. 6. For a reconstruc¬ 
tion of the original theory of Valentinus, see Quispel in Vigil. Christ. 
I (1947) 48fif. 

* Exc. ex Theod. 47. 2; Clem. Alex., Strom. IV 90. 2. See Sagnard's 
notes (Sources chr^tiennes 23, 71 n. 1, 133 n. 4,169 n. 1). 

* Adv. haer. I 10.1 H. (I 17.1 M.), the Marcosians. 

’ Ib. I 11.1 H. (I 18. 1 M.). Harvey, referring to Hippol., Phil. 6. 9, 
remarks **The Marcosian only followed the lead of the more ancient 
Ophite, who called Eden the brain, and the four rivers the four Sen- 
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from her passion, ovXXa^oikra rfj %ciq^ tmv iv avT& qxlncov rrjv 
deoQiav .... xeyempcivat, xoQjto'dg xard ebcdva diddaxovaiv, x^fm 
Ttvevfiarixov xa0^ ofioloDaiv yeyovog T(dv dogvqniQCDV rov ZcorfjQog^. 
One point only seems to call for special attention: the statement 
that Christ was not emitted by the Aeons of the Pleroma but 
brought forth by Achamoth xard ripf juvij/aipf tojv xQeizrdvcDV^. 

In regard to the origins of empirical humanity Valentinus, 
if Quispel’s reconstruction is correct, adopted Philo’s distinction 
and found the creation of earthly man not in Gen. 1, 26 but 
in Gen. 2. 7®. There appears, however, to have been some dif¬ 
ference of opinion on the subject*, and sometimes the two texts 
are combined. Thus the Simonian theory, according to Hippo- 
lytus, quotes Gen. 2. 7 and proceeds: inXaae de ovx djtXovv, dXkd 
dui}ovv xat" ebcdva xal xad^ ofioUoacv. ebcdjv dd iariv rd Tcvevpia to 
iTtupegd/Lievov indvco rov ddarog^. So also in the Valentinian system 
described by Irenaeus it is said that the Demiurge made earthly 
man and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; xal romov 
elvai rov xar ebcdva xal dfjioCcoaiv yeyovdra^. The Valentinians, 

8es’\ In I 8.13 H. (I 16. 2 M.) the phrase xdv xar* ebcdva rijQ dvco dwafiewg 
obcovo^ri&ivTa "'Av^Qmnov refers to the man Jesus (cf. Sagnard, La 
Gnose valentinienne, 362). 

1 Ib. I1.8H. (14. 6 M.). 

* lb. 1 5. 1 H. (I 11. 1 M.). The Greek text reads xard rijv yvdj/arjv, 
the Latin secundum memoriam^ “indicating the preferable reading 
^tvdfirjv'* (Harvey) which Quispel (op. cit., 62) adopts. The return of 
Christ to the Pleroma may perhaps be connected with the departure 
of the “more powerful Spirit” in Tatian. In Enoch 42. 1 f. it is said that 
Wisdom found no place for herself on earth, and so returned to heaven 
(Clemen, Religionsgeschichtliche Erklarung des NT, 1924, 229). In Adv. 
Haer. I 1. 4 (I 2. 6 M.), Jesus (also called Saviour, Christ and Logos) is 
the perfect fruit (xaQnog) and star of the Pleroma. Cf. ib. I 8. 7 H. 
(I 14. 6 M.). 

* Adv. haer. I 1. 10 H. (I 6. 6 M.); cf. Philo, De op. mimdi 134fif., 
osp. 137; Exc. ex Theod. 2; Quispel, op. cit., 66. 

* Ib. I 11. 2 H. (I 18. 2 M.). But here also one theory clearly goes 
back to Philo. 

* Hippol., Phil. VI 14. 6f. The idea of the ebcwv as the Spirit hovering 
over the water of the primeval chaos may be linked with other theories 
(see below). 

* Adv. haer. I 1. 10 H. (I 6. 6 M.). Quispel (loc. cit.) omits the latter 
part of this section from the original doctrine. Cf. Exc. ex Theod. 60, 64. 
So also in the Ophite theory, and, if the cmiv^Q CcDfjg may be identified 
with the breath of life, in that of Satumilus. 
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however, depart from Philo in their distinction of different types 
of men. The man xar* elxdva is the ihxdq, the man xa'ff* oiwlooiv 
the yjvxixdg, whde the Ttvev/iartxog is in a class by himself^, 
deriving his origin from the progeny brought forth by Achamoth 
after the vision of the angels who accompanied the Saviour*. 

The important point for our present purpose is, however, 
that in the theory of Satumilus it is explicitly stated that man 
is a creation of the angels, with a direct reference to this text*. 
An image of light appeared from above, which they were unable 
to retain because it immediately returned^. They therefore 
said to each other lIoiijacDfiev &v&Qamov xar* eixova xai xaff 
dfioCcomv. This man was unable to walk upright untd the divine 
power sent the OTtivdijQ Ccorjg. In this system the God of the 
Jews is one of the angels. Again, in the Ophite system® the text 
is placed in the mouth of Jaldabaoth, the chief of the angelic 
powers, while in the Apocryphon Johannis^ it is stated that 
the supreme God showed his image, reflected in the water of the 
primeval chaos, to the seven planetary powers of Jaldabaoth, 
who were so impressed that they resolved to make a man in the 
image of God. Here there are certain points of contact, on the 
one hand with the myth of Poimandres^, on the other with the 

^ Ibid. Cf. Exc. 64. This distinction is rejected by Hippol., Frag. Ill 
on Gren. 2.7 (Achelis p. 62). According to Clem. Alex., however, the 
Valentinians applied the xar* elx6va to the psychic, the xad‘* SpoUixJiP to the 
pneumatic (Strom. 4.13; cf. Sagnard, La Gnose valentinienne, 139n. 1). 

* Ibid. Cf.I 1. 8 H. (I 4. 6 M.). See further Sagnard, La Gnose valen¬ 
tinienne, 639, and references there (index of Greek words s. v. elxufv: 
section 7, xor* elxdva), 

» Ib. I 18 H. (I 24. 1 M.). Hippol., Phil. VII 28. 1. 

* Cf. above p. 429 n. 2, 6. How did the Gnostics interpret John 1. 5t 

® Ib. I 28. 3 H. (I 30. 6 M.). Cf. also Hippol., V 7. 6 (Naassenes); 

Philo, De agric. 26. 

* Quispel, Der Gnostische Anthropos u. die jiidische Tradition, 
Eranos XXII (1964) 197. 

’ Cf. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks, 146ff., esp. 166; Quispel, 
op. cit., 222 ff., and for the text of Poimandres, NocK-Festugiere, Corpus 
Hermeticum Ill. Dodd (op. cit., 166) notes a tendency in II Enoch and 
Poimandres to bring the elements into a scheme of seven. With this 
may be compared the citation by Theodore bar Konai from an “Apo¬ 
calypse of John”, which Puech thinks almost certainly the Gnostic 
Apocryphon Johannis (Coptic Studies in Honor of W. E. Crum, 113 
and note 2). 
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Jewish speculations mentioned in the new-found Treatise on 
the Three Natures^. Finally, in the Valentinian system, as 
already noted, it is said that Christ was brought forth by Acha- 
moth xaxa xrjv fxnjfirjv xcbv kqeixxovojv. Theodotus^, however, 
called the Christ who came forth from the Iwoia of Sophia 
an ehcwv xov TtkrjQoyfiaxog. In either case we seem to have an 
echo or a relic of the conception which lies behind the other 
sources. To disentangle the various strands would take us well 
beyond our present scope, but it may perhaps be suggested 
that the diffidence which Prof. Turner has detected in Origen’s 
presentation of his theory is due to the fact that he is repro¬ 
ducing an opinion which he knows to be current among the 
Gnostics, and one, moreover, which had already been rejected 
by Justin and by Irenaeus®. In point of fact, Heracleon is quoted 
in the context^. 

The study of the Gnostic evidence is beset by the difficulty 
that we cannot always be certain whether they actually quoted 
the text, or whether the reference is due to the Christian writer 
who is refuting their views. Irenaeus, however, leaves us in 
no doubt as to his own interpretation: man was made according 
to the likeness of God, and moulded by His hands, that is, by 
the Son and the Spirit, to whom also He said “Let us make man 
in our image”®. Harvey® quotes from Grabe a reference to 
Theophilus of Antioch, who uses similar terms: it was to no 
other that He said noL'qacofxev, but to His own Word and 
Wisdom. We have already noted the first step in this direction 

^ Quispel, op. cit., 201 (cf. 204). 

* Exc. ex Theod. 32. 2 (cf. Sagnard, 131 note 1). In Exc. 33 the 
Demiurge is produced elg xvjiov xov (pvydvrog avri^ . . . Kqelxxovog 

Cf. also Sagnard, La Gnose valentinienne, 643 f. 

• Justin, c. Tryph. 62, Iren., Adv. haer. IV 34. 1 H. (IV 20. 1 M.). 
Quispel (op. cit., 215f!.) finds the origin of the Gnostic theories in Jewish 
spec^ations about Adam. Cf. also Clem. Alex., Strom. II 36. 2—4, 
Heracleon Fr. 16 and 36 (Brooke). For Gnostic influence on Origen see 
Dani61ou, Origen, 191ff. 

* Orig., In Joh. 13. 60. (Preuschen 278f.). 

» Adv. haer. IV 34. 1 H. (IV 20. 1 M.); V 1. 3 HM.; cf. Book IV Pre¬ 
face. But in V 16. 4 HM the text is referred to the Son alone. The hands 
of Gk)d appear already in I Clement 33, but are not there “interpreted”. 

• Vol. II,p. 213 n. 6. 
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in Bamabaa, but the origins of the idea may be traced still 
further back. It is in fact a development of the Wisdom-Logos 
Christology of the New Testament. H an attempt was made 
to answer the question quoted from Isaiah in Rom. 11. 34 in 
terms of such passages as Col. 1. 15, it would not be a long step 
to apply the resulting conclusion to Gen. 1. 26, particularly if 
in Jewish thought the plural was already interpreted as an 
address to Wisdom. This again, however, opens up questions 
beyond the scope of the present study. 

Irenaeus says emphatically that there is but one almighty 
God, who has established all things through His Word^. At one 
point, like the Rabbis, he clinches his argument by appealing 
to the Shema^. In contrast to the Gnostic division of mankind 
into three classes, rejected also by Hippol 3 rtus*, the man of 
whom the passage speaks is the natural man*. As already noted, 
however, he introduces a distinction between the image and the 
likeness, which seems to have its roots in the New Testament^. 
Another new feature is the identification of the hands of God 
with the Son and the Holy Spirit, on which Origen® was later 
to observe that the hands come not from Genesis, but from Job 
and the Psalms. 

The references in Hippolytus mostly relate to the Gnostic 
theories, and have already been dealt with. Irenaeus’ distinction 
appears in the closing words of the Refutation : Xqiotoq . . . viov 
Tov naXaidv &vdQ(07zov ajcoreXibv, elx6va rovrov xaXdaag dji OQXfjg . .. 
ov (i. e. Christ) jiQocndyfxaaiv vnaxovaag aefivoig xal ayu&ov dyadog 
yevdfievog fiifirjTTjg lafj dfioiog vn avxov ri/j^rj^elg. This leads to the 

^ Adv. haer. I 16 H. (I 22 M.). 

* Ib. IV 2 HM. 

* Fr. Ill on Gren. (ed. Achelis, GCS 1, 2, p. 62). 

* Cf. also III 18. 1; 22. 1; 23. 1—2 with Sagnard’s notes (Sources 
Chr^tiennes 34, pp. 313, 376, 383, 386) on Irenaeus’ doctrine of recapitu¬ 
lation. 

* Adv. haer. V 6. 1 HM: imaginem quidem habena in pUumate, aimi- 
litudinem vero non aaaumena per Spiritum, Harvey (II, 334) notes pcirallels 
in Philo, Origen, Augustine etc. Cf. also V 16. 1 H: quando autem caro 
Verhum Dei factua eat, utraque confirmavit: et imaginem enim oater%dii 
veram , , . et aimilitudinem .. . reatituit ; and V 8. 1 HM on the work of the 
Holy Spirit. 

* C. Cels. 4. 37. 
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somewhat startling conclusion: ovyaQ7tta>xevei^edgxalae‘^edv 
not.'qaag elg dS^av avrov^. 

In Clement of Alexandria references are once more numerous, 
but again not all are important for our present purpose. One 
striking feature is that in all the passages noted in Stahlin’s 
index as referring to this text there is no sign of the Trinitarian 
exegesis. For Clement, God alone is Creator 2; all men are the 
work of one God, filav eixdva ini filav ovalav TteQiPepXtjfiivovg, 
although indeed this is as yet recognised only by the man of 
knowledge*. The image of God is His Word, and the image of 
the Word is the alij&ivdg dvdoamog, the mind in man^. The 
phrase xar* ebcdva xal d^Uaaiv refera not to the body but to 
mind and reaaon®. Here Clement is clearly following Philo. 

The distinction drawn by Irenaeus is referred to in the context 
of a discussion of Plato’s theory of happiness*: “Sometimes he 
(Plato) calls it a consistent and harmonious life, sometimes the 
highest perfection in accordance with virtue; and this he places 
in the knowledge of the Good, and in likeness to God, demon¬ 
strating likeness to be justice and holiness with wisdom. For is it 
not thus that some of our writers have imderstood that man 
straightway on his creation received what is ‘according to the 
image’, but that what is ‘according to the likeness’ he will 
receive afterwards on his perfection?” 

Clement, however, develops this theme in his own fashion: 
there is one alone who is true, good, just, according to the 
image and likeness of the Father, namely His Son Jesus, the 
Word of God, to whom as to an instructor God has entrusted 


^ Phil. X 34. 6. Cf. Hort-Mayor, Clement of Alexandria, Seventh Book 
of the Stromateis, 203 f.; Meecham, The Epistle to Diognetus, 143f. (on 
Ep. ad Diog. 10. 6). 

* Protr.X98.2-3 (Stahlin,p. 71.17ff.); Strom. VII86.2 (St.,p. 61. 23ff.). 

» Strom. VII 86. 2. 

* Protr. X 98. 4 (St.,p. 71. 24ff.); Strom. V 94.6 (St., p. 388.14fr.). Cf. 
Volker, Der wahre Gnostiker, TU 67, 111. 

‘ Strom. II 102. 6 (St., p. 169. 16ff.); cf. the fragment (Stahlin, 
p. 220. 1—2.): Tijv yrvx^v exo^ &i}?.ov xal rov vovv ^eov ebcdva. See 
also Volker, loc. cit. Cf. Strom. VI 114. 4 (St., p. 489. 16). 

* Strom. II 131. 6 (St., p. 186. 25ff.); trans. Wilson (Ante-Nicene 
Christian Library). Cf. ib. VI 114. 6 (St., p. 489. 20ff.). 
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us^. The divine word of Genesis is completely fulfilled in Christ 
alone, the rest of humanity being conceived as created merely 
in the image, not in the likeness*. The fulfilment of the text is 
nevertheless the ideal for all: hence the true “Gnostic”®, the 
^eoaepijg*, the &v&Qamog can be described in these 

terms. Clement can speak of Christ as the xaQoxxrjQ of the glory 
of God, “stamping on the mind of the gnostic the perfect vision 
after his own image; so that the divine image is now beheld 
in a third embodiment”®; or again of the perfect inheritance of 
those who come “unto a perfect man” after the image of the 
Lord^. Likeness to Christ, in fact, is the goal and object of life. 
As Volker puts it®, the idea of the ebw)v is indissolubly linked 
with the effort after ethical progress, and Clement repeatedly 
asserts that it is incumbent upon the “Gnostic” to develop this 
elxibv into dfioloKriQ^. In this connection it is important to ob¬ 
serve the difference between Clement’s position and that of the 
Gnostic sects. For Clement, the difference between the “Gnostic” 
and the ordinary man is not one of kind but of degree. Where in 
the Gnostic view some men were by nature incapable of higher 
things, for Clement the ideal is a possibility for all^®. 


1 Paed. I 97. 2 (St., p. 147. 23ff.). 

2 Ib. I 98. 2—3 (St., p. 148. 18ff.). 

* Strom. II 97. 1 (St., p. 166 quotes parallels from Philo). 

* Protr. XII 122. 4 (St., p. 86. 13f.): fjidvov rdv ^eocepfj . .. elx6pa tov 

^Eov fiErT ofiouoaecog, 

5 Strom. Ill 69. 3—4 (St., p. 227. 17ff.); cf. Volker, op. cit., 588 and 

note 2. 

® Strom. VII 16. 6 (St., p. 12. 20ff., trans. Hort-Mayor 27). St^in 
(ad loc.) refers to Plato, Rep. X, 697E, Volker (op. cit.. Ill n. 3) to 
Philo. 

7 Strom. VI 114. 4 (St., p. 489. 12ff.); cf. ib. IV 30. 1 (St., p. 261. 16ff.). 

* Op. cit., 114. 

* References in Volker, op. cit., 114 note 1. Cf. also Paed. I 9. 1 (St., 
p. 95. 7ff.), I 98. 3 (St., p. 149. Iff.), Ill 101. 1 (St., p. 291. Iff.) 

V()lker (op. cit., 624 note 4) observes that Clement sometimes uses 
terms which recall the heretical Gnosis, but quotes Hort’s comment, 
that he uses Gnostic terms in a different sense. Cf. Quis dives stdvetur 36 
(St., p. 183) with Exc. ex Theod. 26. 3 (aneQfm — cf. Sagneu'd, 113 note 2) 
and with Iren., Adv. haer. I 1. 11 H. (I 6. 1 M.), reference to Matt. 5. 
13—14. Cf. also the difference between Paul and the Valentinians noted 
by Sagnarrl, La Gnose valentinienne, 607. 
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Clement is the first Christian writer to bring the idea of the 
image and likeness of God right into the foreground of his theol¬ 
ogy, and thus to emphasise its ethical aspect, but in many re¬ 
spects, as Volker notes he is dependent on Philo. He is also 
the intermediary between Philo and Origen, in whom the Alex¬ 
andrian tradition of interpretation reaches its culmination. 

Origen gathers up the various strands of earlier interpretation, 
and it is not surprising that his statements are not always 
entirely consistent. The “eccentric” interpretation referred to 
by Prof. Turner occurs in the context of an exposition of John 
4. 38, where the “others” into whose labours the apostles have 
entered are identified first of all with Moses and the prophets*. 
Origen goes on, however, to raise the question of a reference to 
angels appointed ini vrjQ onoga^ rcbv dv&Qcojuov, whose 
ministery is the “sowing” of souls into bodies. This, he says, 
is not inconsistent with those passages which speak of God 
making man®. He suggests that Gen. 1. 26 was spoken by God, 
who Himself began the work, which was later completed by 
the others to whom He spoke, 9caxd xrjv obcelav 
but on this point he is not prepared to be dogmatic^. At the end 
of the section he quotes Heracleon’s opinion: those who la¬ 
boured are ol rrjg obcovofiiag Syye^oi, di* &v <hg fieairojv iandg^ xai 
dvergdipr}. There is a certain similarity here, but not enough to 
justify the inference that Origen is dependent on Heracleon 
for his exegesis. Elsewhere the text is said to be spoken to 
the Son®, or to the Logos 

Like Philo, Origen distinguishes the man of Gen. 1. 26 and 
the man of Gen. 2. 7, the former being “made”, the latter 

^ Op. cit., 114. 

* In Joh. 13. 60 (Preuschen, p. 277). 

* The law, for example, was given di* dyyd^xav, yet is clearly the 
utterance of God (loc. cit). Cf. Exc. ex Theod. 63. 

* In the following lines there seems to be a reference to the Jewish 
legend, based on Dent. 32. 8f. (which Origen quotes), that each nation 
has among the “sons of God” its own national deity (cf. Moore, op. cit., 
I. 226f.; Dani61ou, Origen, 224ff.). 

* Tama di odx dncxpaivdfievoi Xiyojuev (Preuschen, p. 278, 13). 

* In Gren. horn. 13. 4 (Baehrens, p. 119. 23 ff.). 

’ C. Cels. 2. 9; 6. 37 (Koetschau). 
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“moulded”^. Elsewhere the former text is interpreted of all 
men, but the inconsistency is only apparent It is the soul 
that is made after the image of God®, while the body is the 
“image of the earthly”, assumed by Adam after his explusion 
from Paradise^. The indicia of the divine image are to be recog¬ 
nised not per effigiem corporis but per animi prudenliam^. Else¬ 
where the text is interpreted in terms of Paul’s distinction of 
the inner and the outer man, to the same effect®. For Origen, 
men are not ebcdveg, but only xar* ebcdva; the Myog alone is 
truly the image of God^. 

Like Irenaeus, again, Origen distinguishes the image and the 
likeness®, referring, for example, to the true bread which nour¬ 
ishes the true man (the man xar ebcova), and nourished by which 
he becomes also xaff* Spoicoaiv^, In the Contra Celsum^^ he refers 
to the punishment which awaits those made xar^ elxova who 
Uve TULQa TO Povhrjpa rfjg xar ebcdva (pvaecog. The curious 
expression in a fragment, nag 6 to xar* ebcdva did peravoiag 
dvaXapPavcov^, would seem to be either an error of the moment 
or a condensation of the fuller phrase. 

This survey is not, of course, exhaustive. A full treatment 
of the subject would involve consideration of the usage in the 
NewTestament and afterwards of such words as elxdtv, 
and poQ<pi], together with an examination of those passages 
which refer to the first and second Adam, or to the old man and 


^ In Jerem. horn. 1. 10 (Klostermann); in Gen. hom. 1. 13; Comm, in 
Cant. prol. (Bfiehrens 64). 

* In Jerem. hom. 2. 1 (where Origen reads q^oQiacjfisv in I Cor. 15. 49); 
cf. In Joh. 13. 28, (Preuschen 262); 13. 49 (id. 278). 

* C. Cels, 4. 83; cf. ib. 7. 66, and especially 6. 63; De princ. II 10. 7 
(Koctschau). 

* In Jerem. hom. 2. 1 (further references in Klostermann’s note ad 
loc.). See also Danielou, Origen, 294 ff. 

® De princ. IV 4. 10. 

* Comm, in Cant, prol., (based on II Cor. 4. 16); cf. In Gen. hom. 1.13. 
^ In Joh. 2. 3; 6. 49; c. Cels, 4. 85; 6. 63. But cf. Frag. XVIII on John 

1. 23 (Preuschen 497). 

® C. Cels, 4. 30; De princ. Ill 6. 1; In Joh. 20. 22; In Ezek. hom. 13. 2. 

* On Prayer 27. 2. 

‘0 6. 16. 

Frag. XrV on Jerem. (Klostermann 205). 
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the new. It would also be necessary to investigate in detail 
the exegesis of Gen. 2.7, with which, as has been noted, Gren. 1. 26 
is sometimes combined. Again, it would be necessary to examine 
the views advanced with regard to the Fall and its implications. 
Within the limits of the present study, however, it is already 
possible to distinguish two main lines of tradition, the Alexan¬ 
drian and that represented by Irenaeus. The Gnostic sects 
form a third tradition, considerably more free in its inter¬ 
pretation, but all three appear to derive their origin from 
Jewish speculation, the Alexandrians in particular from Philo 

The first full Trinitarian interpretation of the plural noiij- 
acafAsv appears in Irenaeus and Theophilus, although steps in 
this direction had been taken by Barnabas and Justin. Clement 
shows no interest in it, while Origen goes no further than Barna¬ 
bas. The theory that the angels are here addressed is explicitly 
rejected by Justin and Irenaeus, and mentioned only with re¬ 
serve by Origen. 

The Alexandrians identified the dv^gcmog of the text with 
mind or soul in man, Tatian with the spirit. Irenaeus inter¬ 
preted the text as referring to the natural man, but distinguished 
the creation xar^ elxdva which all possess from that ofioUjoaLv^ 
which is realised only in Christ. This distinction Hippolytus 
and the Alexandrians adopted, Clement in particular laying 
stress upon its ethical implications. 

' Another factor is of course the influence of the modifled Platonism 
which was the domincint philosophy of the time; but, as the example 
of Philo shows, the Jews had alre^y begim the interpretation of the 
Scriptures in terms of this philosophy. 
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Messianic Doctrine in the Qumran Scrolls 


M. Black, St. Andrews 

Until the actual discoveries in the caves, our only source of 
information on the subject of the Messiah of the Qumran or 
2^okite sect was the so-called Zodoitie Documents {ovDamascm 
Document)^ originally found in the Cairo Genizah and first 
edited by Solomon Schechter in 1910^ but now known to go 
back to an archetype from Qumran. The paucity and perplexing 
nature of this evidence posed more problems than were ever 
solved, and in the absence of other available sources, speculation 
tended to take the place of scientific hypotheses. 

This situation has been changed by the new discoveries and 
their availability in recent editions. Ideas about the Messianic 
beliefs of the Zadokite or Qumran sect are now beginning to 
crystallize and take more definite shape; and the last text con¬ 
taining evidence on the subject has not yet been published. 

Two main positions are held: (1) The first, based largely on 
the Zadokite Documents, holds to the conception of a single 
Messiah, ‘the Messiah of Aaron and Israel*. This was the view 
of Schechter, R. H. Charles, L Levi, M.-J. Lagrange and others, 
and it has been maintained, in relation to parts of the new 
evidence, by W. H. Brownlee (joint editor of the Manual of Dis¬ 
cipline or Serekh hayyahadh), M. Lambert, Dupont-Sommer and 
others. (2) The second view, based on fuller evidence, is now 
commending itself to an increasing number of scholars. Accor¬ 
ding to this view, the expectations of the sect were centred 
on a triumvirate, of which the last two persons are claimed as 
Messiahs (the first is the prophet like Moses foretold at Deut. 
XVIII 15. 18): the first Messiah is a High Priest, the second 


^ Documents of Jewish Sectaries, Vol. I, Fragments of a Zadokite 
Work, Cambridge, 1910. The most recent edition is that of Ch. Rabin, 
The Zadokite Documents, Oxford University Press, 1954. 
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the Davidic Messiah of conventional Jewish belief, but with 
some new features. This view is maintained by scholars such 
as Millar Burrows S L. Ginzberg, J. T. Milik, D. Barthelemy, 
K. G. Kuhn, L. H. Silbermann, among others. 

Before we embark on any discussion of the texts, a word of 
caution on their use in this connection is necessary. The Qumran 
scrolls probably represent the debris of one or even more than 
one library of the sect, with documents and fragments from 
several periods^. Different beliefs and shades of belief are bound 
to be reflected in them, and we must be prepared for development 
and even contradictory elements. It is obviously a quite ille¬ 
gitimate procedure to treat each fragment of evidence like a 
piece in a jig-saw puzzle which must somehow be fitted into 
a single scheme or pattern. This does not mean, however, that 
we may not be justified in attempting some coordination or 
synthesis of data: this literature as a whole belongs to a single 
phase of Jewish development, that of apocalyptic Judaism, a 
phase which finally disappeared in the last flare-up of Messianic 
nationalism in the 2nd century A. D. Nor is it essential to identify 
the sect before trying to form some impression of its Messianic 
doctrines.^ What is important is to realise that we are dealing 
with an originally priestly movement, constituted as a hiero- 
cracy and deriving its inspiration and charter from the ideal 
of the priestly rule of the Bene Zadok in the Book of Ezekiel.* 

The primary documents for our consideration are (a) the so- 
called Serekh haedhah, an appendix to the Serekh hayyahadh; 

^ The Messiahs of Aaron and Israel, Anglican Theological Review, 
XXXIV, 1952. 

^ Cf. H. F. D. Sparks in Journal of Theological Studies, Vol. VI, 
Part 2, p. 226. 

* The Bene Zadok — to give them their own and prop<*r name — 
are now being identified with the Essenes, and some connection with 
Essenism is certain: other affinities, however, such as with the Bar 
Cochba period itself, are not thereby ruled out. 

* The Zadokite Documents (5. 6, 7) cite Ezek. XLIV. 16, 16 (‘But 
the priests the Levites, the sons of Zadok, that kept the charge of my 
sanctuary when the children of Israel went astray from me, they shall 
come near to minister unto mo’) as the basis of the rule in the sect of 
the Bene Zadok. 
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(b) the collection of Benedictions published after the Serekh 
haedhah in the Barthelemy-Milik volume^; (c) the ‘War’ Scroll 
(published by the University of Jerusalem) 2 , and finally (d) the 
Damascus Document, The Hodayoth or Hymns, published in the 
Jerusalem University volume, raise a number of special pro¬ 
blems, and I content myself here with one important Messianic 
text.® 

(a) The two columns given the title Serekh ha^edhah, appended 
to the Serekh hayyahadh, are similar in content to the sections 
of the latter and of the Zadokite documents, which describe 
the organisation, assemblies, and, in particular, the stages of 
admission to full membership of the sect (cf. especially Serekh 
hayyahadh VI). The regulations here are primarily concerned, 
(a) with an ordinance for instruction in the Covenant of the 
whole community of Israel, including women and children, in 

^ Discoveries in the Judaean Desert I, Qumran Cave I, by D. Barth6- 
lemy and J. T. Milik, Oxford 1955. 

* Ed. E. L. Sukenik. 

* The conviction is gaining ground that the T* of a number of the 
Hodayoth is to be identified with the Teacher of Righteousness, the 
founder of the sect, whose persecutions and perhaps even exile and 
martyrdom are described in the Habakkuk Commentary. The argu¬ 
ments of M. Burrows and H. H. Rowley have convinced me that he 
is Onias III, the ‘anointed onb’ of Dan. IX 26 (I would add also perhaps 
Zech. XII. 10). For the identification of the psalmist with the Teacher, 
see J. P. Hyatt’s article on The View of Man in the Qumran Hodayot 
in New Testament Studies Vol. II No 4, and A. Dupont-Sommer, Les 
Manuscrits de la Mer Morte, in Numen, Vol. II, Fasc. 3, p. ISlff. 
With this identification, the sufferings of the ‘I’ of the Hodayoth take 
on a sp)ecial interest, since they are vicarious, and related again and 
again to the Servant prophecies of II Isaiah; see Dupont-Sommer, 
1. c. and cf. Plate 43, line 25, ‘My stripes are for healing . . .’. Two 
further points may help us to complete the picture of this Servant- 
Tecicher and his place in the history and life of Essene Judaism; in 
the Zadokite Documents the Teacher of Righteousness or Law-giver, 
founder of the sect, is represented as the new or second Moses, the 
‘prophet like Moses* of Dent. XVIII. 15, 18 (Cf. J. Jeremias, Article 
Moivafjg in Kittel’s Theol. Wort., Band IV, p. 865, line 27ff.). We may 
have to identify him further with the Nofio&errjg or Law-giver of Jo¬ 
sephus, B. J. II, 8.9 [Zipag Se yeyiarov nag* atnolg yerd Tdv Oedv ro 
dvofia rov voyoOerov, xdv Tig pXaaipriyriari elg tovtov, xo}A^eadai Savdxq}]. 
Did this figure occupy a place in the cult of the sect? Dupont-Sommer 
is convinced that the sect believed in his return. 
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plenary assembly *at the end of the days*; (b) the stages of 
training of male recruits, who are native-born Israelites, for the 
‘armies’ of all Israel, for service, including ‘military’ service, 
with attached regulations dealing with special cases, and the 
exclusion from such service of all with physical deformity or 
handicap; and (c) an order for the plenary session of the Council 
of the Community, where a sacred meal of bread and wine 
is celebrated in the event of God ‘begetting’ or ‘sending’^ ‘the 
Messiah or Anointed One of Israel’ simpliciter or 

The following is the Session of the men of the Name, who are 
summoned in assembly to the Council of the Community in the 
event of God begetting (T»Vv) [or sending (T**?*!**)] the Messiah to 
be with them. The High Priest of all the CongregcUion of Israel 
shall enter, and all the falhers, the sons of Aaron, the priests, who 
are called in assembly, the men of the Name, And they shall be 
sealed before him (i. e, the High Priest), each man, according to 
his position (lit, honour), and after (them) shall sit the 
Messiah of Israel ITTO); and there shall be sealed 

before him the heads of the Hhousands^ of Israel, each according 
to his position, according to his station in their camps and according 
to their campaigns. And all the heads of the falhers of the congre- 
galion with the sages of the holy congregation shall be sealed before 
them, each according to his position. And if they are gathered 
together to Table or to drink the wine and there is an arranging 
of the Table of the community and a service of the wine, no one 
shall stretch ovl his hand to the choice part of the bread or the wine 
before the (High) Priest, for he it is that blesses the choice portion 
of the bread and the wine; and he shall stretch ovl his hand to the 
bread first, and thereafter the Messiah of Israel shall stretch ovl 
his hand to the bread and afterwards they will bless all the congre¬ 
gation of the community, each man according to his position; and 
according to this regulation they shall do for every arranging of the 
Table, if ten men are gathered together. 

Such a plenary session or assembly for the celebration of the 
Sacred meal is manifestly an ideal one; the important words 

^ So Barth61emy-Milik. See below. 
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are those rendered “in the event of Grod ‘begetting’ or sending 
the Anointed One to be with them”. The whole account, and 
indeed the entire Manual or Serekh reads like a national (and 
eschatological) blueprint for the ideal Israel of the End-time; 
the civil and military organisation is plainly modelled on the 
Israel of the Exodus.^ 

The expression ‘Messiah of Israel’ is unique: it does not appear 
in the Old Testament, nor apparently in any form of later Ju¬ 
daism (in the Old Testament the king is always ‘the Anointed 
of JHWH (mn** In the Zadokite Documents the ex¬ 
pression is pnni? [p] n^O. In its context in the Serekh 

it obviously refers to the secular leader of Israel par excellence, 
the Warrior Messiah: just as the High Priest, who precedes him, 
is accompanied by the order of priests, ‘the Anointed One of 
Israel’ takes his place with the ‘heads of (the companies of) 
thousands’, each being seated ‘according to their station in the 
camps, and according to their campaigns’, (i. e. according to 
military rank and experience). The ‘Anointed One of Israel’ is 
thus clearly here the militant ‘Messiah’ in the familiar and 
traditional Jewish sense; and this must be one of the earliest 
uses of the expression in a non-Biblical document. The regu¬ 
lations about precedence are clearly designed to put this secular 
head, the Anointed of Israel, in his proper place in the hiero- 
cracy, a place subordinate to the High Priest. 

^ This need not mean that such a ‘blue-print’ had no basis in the 
realities of the life of the sect, or that the large numbers implied by the 
organisation are entirely imaginary: otherwise we are obliged to assume 
that all the regulations for the organisation and discipline of the com¬ 
munity are pure invention. The sacred meal, particularly, as liere descri¬ 
bed, looks like an idealisation of an already established rite (cf. line 21 
with Serekh hayyahadh, VI. 4S.). These sectarians may at one time 
have headed a widespread popular Messianic movement. If the sect 
is identified with the Essenes, a total membership of 2000 such as 
Josephus gives, with settlements throughout Palestine, implies a 
correspondingly large number of adherents. Josephus puts the number 
of Pharisees in the time of Herod the Great at 6000, but estimates 
of the total number of persons connected with the Pharisaic move¬ 
ment have put adherents and followers at 25,000, with as many as 
20,000 concentrated in Jerusalem. See J. Jeremias, Jerusalem zur Zeit 
Jesu, n B, p. 122; T. W. Manson, The Servant Messiah, p. 10, n. 1. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



446 


M. Black 


The Scriptural basis of this whole conception of an ideal or 
eschatological Banquet is perhaps to be found at Ezek. XLIV. 3, 
which describes the sacred meal in the Temple to be celebrated 
at the entrance into the new Temple in the new Jerusalem of 
Ezekiel’s Davidic Prince or Na8i\ The Ezekiel reference is to 
the Messianic Prince’s participation in the sacrificial meal accom¬ 
panying the peace-offering. The importance of Ezekiel generally 
for the sect, and the fact that their secular leader, the Messiah 
of Israel, is called (as we shall see) NasV, is further evidence 
for this connection. The Banquet is already an eschatological one 
in Ezekiel, i. e. it is to take place at the fulfilment of Ezekiel’s 
ideal for the inauguration of his new Temple; the Serekh is no 
doubt giving the Zadokite version, based on Ezekiel, of the 
Messianic Banquet of the Apocalypses. In these circumstances 
it is not surprising to find the Anointed One of Israel subordinate 
to the High Priest; the Banquet is to be celebrated in a hiero- 
cratic Israel. 

It is the evidence of this passage mainly which has provided 
the basis for the theory of the two Messiahs of the sect, with 
parallels in the Old Testament, the Pseudepigrapha and later 
Jewish history. The theory has been most fully elaborated by 
K. G. Kuhn^, who draws attention further to the reading ‘Mes¬ 
siahs of Aaron and Israel’ at Serekh hayyahadh IX 11 ff., 
in the passage where reference is made to the coming of ‘the 
prophet’ and the parallel with (a) the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs (Levi XVIII and Judah XXIV), and with the Moses- 

1 Die beiden Messiets Aarons und Israels in New Testament Studies. 
I, p. 168f!. 

* In the (still impublished) collection of proof-texts from Cave 4, 
reported on by Barth^lemy-Milik (p. 121), it is perhaps not without 
significance that the order of the texts is (1) Deut. XVIII. 18 (the 
Prophet like Moses), (2) Num. XXIV^. 16—17 (the Star and Sceptre 
= Messiah (?) and (3) Deut. XXXIII. 8—11 (the blessing of Levi by 
Jacob). This order may be historical; the High Priest in the new Temple 
in the new Jerusalem is mentioned last since his reign follows the 
victory of the Messiah. But it may also be taken to suggest that the 
main expectation of the sect centred on the new Moses and the Mili¬ 
tant Messiah. I have discussed the Prophet elsewhere (‘Servant of 
the Lord and Son of Man*, in Scottish Journal of Theologj% Vol. 6, 
No. 1, p. 2ff.). See also above, p. 443, n. 3. 
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Aaron, Joshua-Zenibbabel, and, in later times, Eleazar-Bar- 
Cochba partnership. It is assumed that the Serekh is describing 
an eschatological banquet with the tfvo Messiahs of the sect 
taking part in their appropriate rank. 

That the future Zadokite hierocracy envisaged a High Priest 
as its ‘ecclesiastical* Head need not be questioned. But the 
claim that he was also viewed as a ‘Messiah’ in the same sense 
(though with different functions) as ‘the Messiah of Israel’ must, 
I think, be viewed with reserve. The fact that the High Priest 
takes precedence of the Messiah of Israel may mean very little; 
presumably he would do so in any Temple rite or priestly func¬ 
tion, but this does not mean that we are to regard the High 
Priest as in the strict sense a ‘Messianic’ figure. No doubt also 
in the ideal Temple of Ezekiel, the High Priest would take 
precedence of the Prince on ‘ecclesiastical’ occasions: but it is 
the Prince who is the deliverer of Israel and to the Prince alone 
belongs the honour of entering the Temple by the gate or ‘porch’ 
of the Lord (XLIV Iff.). The evidence of the parallels from the 
Testaments is to some extent invalidated by the fact that Chri¬ 
stian influences have been strongly at work in the redaction 
of the Greek version. The parallels from Zechariah and the Bar- 
Cochba situation support, if anything, the superiority of the 
secular Head. The text of Zech. VI, 9ff. is notoriously corrupt, 
but the oldest text in the LXX favours the order of precedence 
Zerubbabel-Joshua rather than Joshua-Zerubbabel of the MT; 
in the Bar-Cochba period, it was the secular leader who mattered. 
The textual tradition of Zech. VI, 9 reveals a conflict of claims 
to preeminence, priestly versus secular: what is certain is that 
the figure who emerges clearly in the Serekh and is called ‘the 
Messiah of Israel’ is the secular leader, the Warrior Messiah; 
and the fact that he takes second place to the High Priest on 
certain occasions is not sufficient in itself to warrant the in¬ 
ference that the High Priest too was a ‘Messianic’ figure in 
the same sense. 

Before we speak about ‘Messiah’ or ‘Messiahs’ in these docu¬ 
ments some further consideration ought to be given to the 
important fact that the use of this title as termintis technicus 
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is much later. The eschatological leaders of this sect could 
all no doubt be called ‘anointed ones’, just as the prophets 
were. What I am concerned to point out here is that the 
Anointed One par excellence in all subsequent Jewish tradition 
was the secular leader; and this preeminence, if it has not 
become absolute, is beginning to emerge in such texts based 
on the ‘Messianic’ expectations of Ezekiel for a Prince of the 
lineage of David. The High Priest plays no significant role 
Jn Ezekiel, and indeed is scarcely mentioned. 

One further verse in the Serekh is in line with the conception 
of a single Anointed One in the technical sense. There are diffe¬ 
rences of reading and interpretation of the important words 
^when God begets or sends the Messiah to be with them’, though 
they do not affect the main position as I have reported it, viz., 
that these verses describe an eschatological Session of the Council 
in the event of the Messiah being present. The text seems to read: 
‘The following is a Session when God begets the Messiah (to be) 
with them.’^ This may contain an allusion to Ezekiel XXXVI. 12: 
its ultimate source I would suggest, however, is to be found in 
a Messianic interpretation of Ps. II. 7 ‘Thou art my son; this 
Jay have I begotten thee 

In support of this reading, and in further illustration of this 
conception of the birth or divine begetting of the Messiah, I 
would draw attention to one of the Hodayoth (PI. 37) which 
reads as follows: — 


^ The lines as reconstructed and printed by Barth^lemy-Milik run: 
onu n'»n3n [n]K [Vk], t»Vi^ dk fmn nirV nrra orn *>raii m] Milik 

proposed to read for and render; ‘. . . in the event of 

God sending the Messiah (to be) with them’, and tliis is how the text 
is translated; is, however, left in the text and Pdre Barth^lemy 
states that after a very careful study of the text in ultra-violet light 
the reading seemed practically certain. Barthelemy suggests aa a 
possible explanation the source of the in a Messianic interpretation 
of Ezekiel XXXVI. 12 where for the M. T., dnn dmVy nayim 

Vinv’ (A. V. ‘. . . I will cause men to walk upon you, even my people 
Israel’), the LXX read mVw) ‘and I will beget over you men’; dTK 
could be read as singular, ‘and I will beget over you a man’; the diffi¬ 
cult syntax of djtk is also explained by the words 'nar'nn, viz. 

‘with my people Israel.* 
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. I was in distress as a woman in travail with her first hom^ 

For birth-pangs are come [upon her], (cf. I Sam. IV. 19) and 
grievous pains on account of her travail Vv), 

To bring forth the first-born of her who is with child; ... 

She has conceived a Man of travail (msn 133) in her pains; 

For in the womb of deaJth she will deliver a male-child, 

And in the birth-pangs of Sheol {cf. Acts II. 24) the first-born of 
the one with child will be brovLght forth, 

A Wonder of a Counsellor with His Might (Is. IX. 6). 

W. H. Brownlee, who was the first to call attention to this hymn', 
identified the man-child with the Messiah; and the application 
to the man-child of the Messianic testimonium of Is. IX 6 ‘a 
Wonder of a Counsellor with his Might* is striking. Brownlee 
argues that the mother of the Messiah is the ‘Essene Community*. 
The poet compares himself with a pregnant woman about to 
give birth: but like the ‘I* of the Psalter he appears here to be 
speaking as representative of Israel or the faithful congregation 
of Israel; it is the true faithful Israel (and this sect as identified 
with it), which is the mother of the Messiah. J. Chamberlain* 
has noted the close parallel in Rev. XII. 1 ff. where the mother 
of the male-child, threatened by the Dragon, and who is to rule 
all nations with a rod of iron, is the true Israel. Though the 
hymn is employing the imagery of poetry, its apocalyptic lan¬ 
guage is also striking: through the birth of the Messiah the 
world is to be overwhelmed as by a fiood, and the enemies of 
Israel destroyed and engulfed in hell: the gates of Sheol are to 
open and close on them. The Messiah (described as a ‘Viper*) 
is to be supported by spiritual beings* in his destruction in hell 
of his enemies. The hymn following (to which attention has 
been drawn by Dupont-Sommer) further describes the last scenes 


' Interpretation, Jan. 1955: ‘John the Baptist in the New Light 
of Ancient Scrolls’, p. 79. 

^ Interpretation, 1. c. 

*.the doors of hell will be closed on account of the birth of a 

child. 

And the gate-bars of eternity on account of all the spirits of the 
Viper. 
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of the world as a destruction by fire^ — a well known feature 
of Essene eschatological thought. 

The evidence next in importance occurs in the collection of 
Benedictions (Barthelemy-Milik p. llOff.). These have the same 
general character as the Serekh ha^edhah; they are no doubt 
modelled on actual benedictions employed by the sect (them¬ 
selves expanded versions of the Aaronic blessing; cf. Serekh 
hayyahadh II, 2ff.), but in this present form, at any rate in 
at least one certain case, ideal forms for a still unrealised future. 
They are divided by their editors into (a) a benediction of the 
faithful; (b) benediction of the High Priest; (c) benediction of 
the Priests; (d) benediction of the Prince, the latter clearly a 
Messianic figure. 

The reconstruction of the text and fragments has been a work 
of considerable difficulty. The conjecturally reconstructed bene¬ 
diction of the High Priest is the least certain: the editors have 
recognised these verses correctly as a benediction, but a certain 
doubt attaches to the identity of the individual who is blessed. 
There is no doubt about the identity of the inn or Prince of the 
Ck)ngregation. 

20 For the Blessing of the Prince of the Congregation^ . 

May the Lord exalt thee to an everlasting height^ and as a tower 
of strength on a lofty rampart. 

Thou shaU smite the peoples with the power of Thy word (lit. 
movth); 

With thy rod thou shalt lay waste . the earthy 

And with the breath of thy lips thou shalt slay the wicked^ 

With a spirit of counsel and eternal might; 

A spirit of knowledge and of the fear of God; 

^ The Dead Sea Scrolls, p. 72, Sukenik, op. cit., Vol. U, PI. HI (cf. 

I PI. xm). 

(The fire) consumes the foundations of asphalt and the firmament 
of the dry land. 

The foundations of the mountains are given over to burning. 

The roots of flint become torrents of pitch, 

It consumes unto the great abyss. 

The torrents of Belial burst into Abaddon. 

(line 30 ff.) 
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RighteoiLsness shall be the girdle of Thy loins, 

And faithfulness the girdle of Thy reins; 

And He will set thy horn with iron and thy hoofs with brass . 

. Thou shaU tread down the nations as mud in the streets. 

For God has raised thee up (established thee) as the sceptre of 

rulers 

They shall come before thee and worship thee. 

And all the nalions will serve thee. 

And by His holy name He will make thee great 
And thou shaU be as a lion 
.. . .. tearing and there is none to restore; ... 

A number of traditional Messianic features reappear in these 
verses, such as the slaying of the wicked with the breath of his 
lips. The most important, however, are the reference to the 
Lion of Judah and the Messianic prophecy of Gen. XLIX. 9; 
the allusion to the Messiah as the Sceptre of rulers, recalling 
the same prophecy, but particularly. Numbers XXIV. 17^; and 
in lines 24—26 the application to the mw of Is. XI. 1—2,5: 
'(And there shall come forth a rod out of the stem of Jesse, 
and a Branch shall grow out of his roots:) And the spirit of the 
Lord shall rest upon him, the spirit of wisdom and under¬ 
standing, the spirit of counsel and might, the spirit of know¬ 
ledge and of fear of the Lord.(5) and righteousness shall 

be the girdle of his loins and faithfulness the girdle of his reins.’* 
Here is the Davidic Warrior Messiah in his most familiar Old 
Testament form. Highly significant, however, is the avoidance 
of the title ‘king’ and its substitute KVl: the form of the Messianic 
hope is clearly that of the closing chapters of Ezekiel (cf. espe¬ 
cially Ezek. XLV, XLVI, XLVIII), and I want to suggest 
again that it is in these chapters we are to look for the key to 
the Zadokite ideal of a new Israelite hierocracy. 


^ The Damascus Documents (at 9.8—10) equate the Sceptre with 
the ‘Prince of the Congregation’, and the same individual is apparently 
meant as ‘the Messiah of Aaron and Israel’. 

* In the Hodayoth, PI. 36, line 13 we may have another ‘Messianic’ 
reference from Isaiah: ‘Thou didst make me a standard to the chosen 
of righteousness’; of. Is. XI. 10. 
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So far the scroll entitled ‘The War of the Sons of Light against 
the Sons of Darkness’ has not found a translator, though trans¬ 
lations are, I understand, in preparation.^ The text presents 
many difficulties, and these are increased by its frequent lacunae 
(part of the end of every folio is lost). It is still uncertain with 
whom we are to identify the ‘Sons of Darkness’, whether with 
the Seleucids and Ptolemies or the Romans or even the By¬ 
zantine empire; the ‘Sons of Light’ are the true Israel, no doubt 
as represented by the 2^dokite sect. 

The greater portion of the text is occupied with a description 
of a battle scene, and with detailed regulations for its conduct, 
the deployment of forces, their description, with accounts of 
the banners, trumpets, etc. which go into considerable detail.* 
The central interest of the writer is a priestly one. The regu¬ 
lations are designed to ensure that this holy warfare should 
be conducted according to the rules of the priestly code: thus, 
though the High Priest and Levites play an important part in 
the battle, the former in passing in front the of ranks and ad¬ 
dressing the army, and the latter in sounding the trumpets for 
attack and retreat etc., the priests are forbidden any part in 
the actual battle which involves contact with blood or with 
the slain (PI. 24, line 8ff.). 

The whole account is a tour de force of priestly imagination, 
out-romancing the Chronicler himself in some of his military 
operations. The Battle is an ideal one still to be fought out in 
the visionary future; and like so much else in the Qumran texts 
is again a kind of blue-print, in this case for an Apocalyptic or 
Messianic War which will finally bring to an end the oppressions 
and sufferings of Israel at the hands of one of the great Empires 
and place the true Israel, as represented and led by this priestly 

^ Since these words were written a French translation has appeared 
in Vetus Testamentum, Vol. V, No. 4, by J. van der Ploeg, La Regie 
do la Guerre, pp. 373—420. 

* On the basis of the measurements ahd descriptions of the various 
weapons, Mr. Yadin of the Hebrew University has assigned the scroll 
to the Roman period; the weapons are alleged to correspond with Roman 
weapons. 
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sect, in the dominal world-role now occupied by her enemies, 
the Kittiim. 

The first two folios describe wars, extending over a lengthy 
period of years, against Israel’s traditional enemies, and the 
list, compiled from the Old Testament, appears to be an entirely 
artificial and imaginary one. The clue to an understanding of 
the main battle seems to be given by several references to Eze¬ 
kiel XXXVIII (the destruction of the armies of Gog investing 
Jerusalem^) and by the statements in the 1st folio that the 
final conflict with the Kittiim is ‘an appointed Day’, ‘the Day 
of Destruction’ (iir*’ DV, mm DV)*, [lines 10, II]. When this is 
taken together with an earlier statement in the same folio (line 3) 
that the warfare is to take place ‘at the return of the Captivity 
of the sons of light from the desert of the nations to encamp 
in the desert of Jerusalem’, we are perhaps justified in con¬ 
cluding that the final battle-scene is an account of Armageddon, 
based mainly on the Gog prophecy of Ezekiel. This is confirmed by 
the fact that the battle scene takes place with Jerusalem as its base, 
the priests and the divisions of the army emerging for the battle 
from the gates of the city. The Battle Scroll, if I have under¬ 
stood it rightly, is thus a midrashic development, in relation 
to the writer’s own times and experience, and with, as we shall 
see, some striking apocalyptic features, of the description of 
the Day of the Lord in Ezek. XXXVIII, when the exiles return 
to Jerusalem and are attacked by Gog and his allies. If we set 
the scroll (with Yadin) in the Roman period, the author may 

1 PI. 26. lines 15—18 cf. Ezek. XXXVIII. 22—23; PL 31, line 1, 
Ezekiel XXXVIII. 21. Gog is connected with ‘the mighty men of the 
peoples’ (PI. 26, line 13), and apparently symbolises the Kittiim, the 
last enemies of Israel. The Ezekiel passages to which allusion is made 
re€ul: ‘And I will call for a sword against him throughout all my moun¬ 
tains, saith the Lord God:.and I will plead against him. 

Thus will I magnify myself, and sanctify myself; and I will be known 
in the eyes of many nations, and they shall know that I am the Lord.* 
Cf. also PI. 27, line 8, and PI. 34, line 2 with Ezekiel XXXVIII. 9. 
The cloud to cover the land, which in Ezekiel refers to the enemies of 
Gog, is here the hosts of angels which intervene in the battle together 
with a figure known as ‘the man of war*, identified by Barth^lemy- 
Milik with the Messiah. See infra, p. 6. 

* Is this a cryptic allusion to the mrr» di*»? 
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have had the investment and destruction of Jerusalem by 
Roman armies vividly in mind. 

The most characteristic feature of the Scroll is its apocalyptic 
element. The earthly stage where the final confiict is fought 
out is the mountains or desert of Jerusalem, but the whole 
confiict is lifted on to the plane of the supernatural by the part 
played by the angelic hosts and Israel’s protecting angels, among 
them Michael himself. This is stated in so many words in the 
lines describing the final conflict in folio 1, line 10 ff.: ‘A congre¬ 
gation of gods and an assembly of men, the sons of light, and 

the lot of darkness will fight together.with great noise 

and confusion and the blasts of the trumpets of gods and men 
on the Day of Destruction.’ It reappears again in the Scroll 
(PI. 28, line 7ff.), where mention is made of the ‘Prince of Light’, 
appointed for the help of Israel, where God is declared to have 
brought the angel Mastema to the pit. Later (PL 32, line 5ff.), 
after a reference to the subduing of the Prince of the dominion 
of darkness, God sends the glorious angel, Michael, with eternal 
light, to give light to Israel. 

The motif of angelic help at the climax of a battle is familiar 
from II Macc. X. 29 ff.^, and the Battle Scroll is a development 
of this kind of primitive Jewish apocalyptic. The final angelic 
visitation or intervention, however, is described in terms which 
may imply the presence with the angels of the Warrior Messiah, 
and perhaps also the High Priest, who plays so prominent a 
role in the earlier battle scenes. 

And ThoUy 0 God .^ tvith the glory of Thy Kingdom^ and 

the congregation of Thine angels is in our midst as an everlasting 
help. We shall turn Kings to mockery and mighty men to seamy 
for the holy one of Adonai and the King of glory (emp 

^ ‘But when the battle waxed strong, there appeared out of heaven 
unto their adversaries five men on horses with bridles of gold, in splen¬ 
did array, €md two of them, leading on the Jews, and taking Macca- 
baeus in the midst of them, and covering him with their armour guarded 
him from wounds, while on the adversaries they shot forth arrows 
and thimderbolts; by reason whereof they were blinded and thrown 
into contusion, and were cut to pieces, filled with bewilderment.’ 

* (dost reveal Thyself?). 
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Ttasn WK) is with us, with the holy angels ... the mighty 
ones, the host of the angels are with our commanders, and the mighty 
man of war is in our congregation, and the host of his spirits with 
our army. And they will cover the land as clouds and as a thick 
mist, and as a stream of copious showers, to cause judgment to 
flow for aU her descendants. 

Arise, 0 Mighty One, 

Take Thy captivity captive, 0 man of glory, 

And take Thy spoils, 0 valiant one; 

Set Thy hand on the neck of Thine enemies. 

And Thy foot on the heap of the slain; 

Strike the naiions thai are Thine adversaries. 

And let Thy sword devour the guilty flesh. 

Fin Thy land with glory and Thy heritage with blessing, 

A multitude of caitle in thy allotted lands. 

Silver and gold, and precious stones in Thy palaces; 

O Zion rejoice greaJtly, 

Shine forth with cries of exultation, 0 Jerusalem. 

Exult, all ye towns of Judah. 

Open thy gales conlinually to bring unto Thee the 
wealth of the naiions; 

And their kings will serve thee 
And aU thins oppressors will prostrate themselves 
before thee. 

A number of scholars (among them Sukenik, Dupont-Sommer, 
Barth41emy) have recognised the Warrior Messiah in the *man 
of glory’, to whom this hymn of triumph is addressed. But with 
whom are we to identify ‘the holy one of Israel^ and the King 
of glory’ ? If two persons are intended, the first is possibly the 
High Priest, who plays so prominent a role in the Battle; cf. the 
use of the expression ‘holy one of Jahweh’ (*aTK mp) at Ps. 
CV. 16 to designate Aaron. If this is the right explanation, then 

^ The hymn ‘Arise, O mighty one’ is repeated with introduction 
at PI. 34, with an occasional variant, the most significant of which 
is the substitution of ‘the holy one, our glorious one’ 
for ‘the holy one of Adonai’ ('»r!S mp). The reading 'rw mp, however, 
is quite certain, and is parallel to ‘the king of glory’. 
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the ‘king of glory’ who accompanies the High Priest must be 
the same individual as ‘the man of glory’ in the following hymn, 
i. e. the Messiah of Israel. It is also possible, however, to regard 
the two expressions, ‘holy one of Israel’ and ‘king of glory’ as 
in apposition, referring to one person, the Messiah. In neither 
case is it possible to interpret ‘king of glory’ of Jahweh himself 
(in a parallel with ‘the holy one of Adonai’). If the first alter¬ 
native is adopted, it may be held to give further support to 
the theory of the two ‘Messiahs’ of the sect.^ 

The feature of special interest for the apocalyptic of the scroll 
is the close association of these figures or this figure with the 
angelic hosts. If the one figure is intended, this angelic inter¬ 
vention suggests the appearance of the Messiah as ‘the man 
from the plains of heaven’ of the Fifth Book of the Sibyllines, 
i. e. as a supernatural figure, coming to the rescue and deliverance 
of Israel with his legions of angels at the climax of Armageddon. 
But this is perhaps to read too much into the passage; and we 
have no right to assume that the eschatology of the Battle 
Scroll is necessarily the same as that of the Serekh hayyahadh, 
which thinks definitely in terms of an otherwordly Divine Inter¬ 
vention, though it contains no reference in its account of this 
divine judgment to a Messiah. We may have little more in the 
Battle scroll than an apocalyptic developed out of the conceptions 
to be found in the Second Book of Maccabees. At the same 
time it is clearly in the direction of the Messianism of the Ezra 
and Enoch apocalypses. 

The Zadokite Documents contain some six references, where 
the description occurs, in most cases in the form ‘the Messiah 
of (from) Aaron and Israel’ (2.10; 8.2; 9.10 (B); 9.29 (B); 15.4; 
18.8). Attention has already been drawn to one reference where 
the ‘Messiah of Aaron and Israel’ is identified with the mn 
or Sceptre of Num. XXIV. 17 (supra, p. 11). Not all of these 

^ The passage is translated by van der Ploeg: car le Seigneur saint 
et le Roi de gloire est avec nous . . . The words could be rendered ‘for 
holy is Adonai and the King of Glory is with us*, and ray pupil Mr 
R. Laurin suggests that the *raan of glory’ in the later verses is Jahweh 
Himself. 
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references to mro necessarily refer to this figure (in one case, 
8.2, the allusion to ‘the anointed one’ may be to Aaron ^): most 
of them, however, clearly do, and the functions attributed to 
the ‘Messiah of Aaron and Israel’ agree with the statements 
from the sources already discussed: he is the militant Messiah, 
who is to come at the period of divine visitation (mipD), when 
the ‘poor of the flock’ are to escape, the rest to be delivered up 
to the sword. So far as I can discover, nothing in the 2^dokite 
Documents themselves can be taken as pointing conclusively to • 
the supernatural character of the Messiah (all that is said is 
that he will ‘arise’ at the end of the days*): in Serekh hayaahadh 
III. 13 ff. a section occurs describing this divine visitation, which 
is to culminate, after ‘the decreed judgement’ (nxim in 

the ‘new creation’ (nuin nwr), but no mention is made of a 
Messiah. 

Several problems remain. (1) There is the change in title from 
‘Messiah of Israel’ in the Serekh ha^edhah to ‘the Messiah of 
Aaron and Israel’. Perhaps the second title was intended to 
underline the fact that, while the Messiah is the Davidic Prince, 
he is to rule within the hierocratic Israel of Ezekiel’s prophe¬ 
cies. (2) More difficult is the change from the plural in Serekh 
hayyahadh IX. 10, ‘the Messiahs or Anointed Ones of Aaron and 
Israel’ to the singular in the Zadokite Document. Kuhn explains 
the singular as a deliberate scribal alteration once the expec¬ 
tation of ‘two Anointed Ones’, a priestly Messiah and a secular 
leader, had ceased to be understood.® This may be the correct 
explanation; or the alteration may reflect a change in doctrine 
when a High Priestly ‘Messiah’ ceased to hold any interest for 

^ Cf. I. Levi, Revue d’Etudes Juives, Tom. 61, p. 182. It is also 
possible to interpret the words as a reference to Messiahs (plur.). . 

* The much discussed passage 8.10 (6.11) which refers to the ‘rising’ 
of ‘the Teaoher of Righteousness* at the end of the Days can be ex¬ 
plained (with Lagrange) as referring to the Messiah and the words 
‘Teacher of Righteousness’ regarded as a Messianic title. Cf. my article 
Theological Conceptions in the Dead Sea Scrolls, Svensk Exegetisk 
Arsbok, XVIII—XIX, 1963—64, p. 86. Dupont-Sommer holds that 
the text means that the martyred Teacher will return ‘at the end of 
the days’. See above, p. 443, n. 3. 

• Op. Cit. 
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the Beet. Perhaps too much importance has been attached in 
this discussion to the plural reading in Serekh hayyahadh IX. 10; 
it may in fact be a scribal error, or simply a general reference 
to Israel’s future leaders, High Priests and secular rulers (its 
use in referring to the prophets has already been noted). 

Some conclusions to which this discussion has been leading 
may be tentatively stated: 

(1) The influence of Ezekiel has been evident in more than one 
text in the Messianic Banquet, the Benediction of the ^osi’, the 
War Scroll. This is not surprising in a priestly sect calling itself 
the Bene Zadok, which, in the Zadokite Documents, derives its 
charter of a hierocratic Israel from Ezekiel. The closing chapters 
of Ezekiel, describing the new Temple in a new Jerusalem, in 
which the NasV or Prince Saviour of Israel, of Davidic line, 
will rule in his appropriate sphere, supply the key to the Zado- 
kite conception of the Messiah in the new Israel.^ 

(2) The NdsV is the Davidic Warrior Messiah of traditional 
Jewish belief, whose offlee will be to bring Israel to final triumph 
over her enemies, in particular the Kittiim. This is stated in 
the Benediction of the Prince, and the same figure is recognisable 
in the Serekh ha^edhah^s account of the Messianic Banquet, in 
the War Scroll, and in the Zadokite Documents: Ps. II. 7 may 
have been messianically interpreted in relation to the Nasi^; 
the idea of the birth of the Messiah is certainly attested in the 
Hodayoth. In Ezekiel, a sacred meal for the Nasi* is described, 
as we have noted, at Ezek. XLIV. 3*; this takes place in the 
ideal Temple envisaged in the new Jerusalem after the defeat 
of Gog and the enemies of Israel. We may perhaps conclude 
that the Serekh scroll contains a version of the Messianic Banquet 
based on Ezek. XLIV, which will follow the destruction of Israel’s 

^ Further confirmation of this conclusion may be found in Aramaic 
and Hebrew fragments which have been claimed as descriptions of 
the new Jerusalem and its ideal Temple service, the latter demon¬ 
strably related to Ezekiel. M. Baillet, Fragments Ckram^ens de Qum- 
ran 2. Description de la Jerusalem Nouvelle, in Revue Biblique, Soi- 
xante-Deuxieme Annee, No. 2, Avril, 1955. Of. Bartheiemy-Milik, 
op. cit., p. 134. 

* Above, p. 446. 
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enemies, as described in the ‘War’ Scroll, and the establishment 
of the ideal Temple in the new Jerusalem. 

(3) In a hierocratic Israel, such as Ezekiel describes, the Nasi* 
would be subordinate to the High Priest. This is, however, assu¬ 
med rather than explicitly stated in Ezekiel; no mention is made 
of the office of the High Priest in the contemplated hierocracy 
of Ezekiel.^ In the Serekh ha^edhah^ and perhaps in the Bene¬ 
dictions and War Scroll, the NasV is subordinated to the High 
Priest. The latter plays an important role in the ‘War* Scroll, 
along with the Warrior figure. Whether we have any right to 
regard him as a ‘Messianic’ figure in the same category as ‘the 
Messiah of Israel’ must still be a debatable point. 

(4) The War Scroll coimects the Messiah with the angelic hosts 
to appear on Israel’s side. This appears to be a development of 
a motif found in II Maccabees. It is possible, however, to inter¬ 
pret the evidence as supporting a belief in a supernatural Warrior 
Messiah, such as we find in the Sibylline Oracles; and certain 
features of the eschatology of the Hymn mentioning the Birth 
of the Messiah support the idea of a supernatural Messiah. 

^ Cf., however, XLV. 19 which describes the head of the priesthood 
as *the priest’ [as in II Kings XI. 15, Jer. XXI. 9, cf. Levit. XVI. 3ff. 
(Aaron)]. 
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Trop souvent, rhistorien de la litt4rature se suffit k n’etre 
que r historien de la pens4e pure, abstraite, isol4e, et non pas 
de la pens^e en action. Preuve de cette tendance, la fiert^ avec 
laquelle il d^couvre le chef—d’oeuvre inconnu, le texte qu’il 
considfere injustement oubli^, et qu’il veut r^habiliter avec 
4clat. Or, en histoire il n’y a pas d’oubli injustifi^, il n’y a pas 
de m^connaissance imm^rit^. Car, un texte litt4raire qu’est-ce? 
Rien, s’il reste enferm4 dans le tiroir de T^crivain, communi¬ 
que, au meilleur cas, k quelque ami intime. Bien sur, il est 
toujours r expression d’un lieu et d’un moment. Mais U n’est 
que cela, il n’est que temoin, et non pas acteur, que d’etre 
est la seconde et la plus noble destin^e de toute oeuvre litte* 
raire. Or, cette vie de 1’oeuvre litteraire, une fois qu’elle a 
echappe k la plume de son cr6ateur, cette pens^e en action, 
comment la saisir? De r^pondre k cette question, ne serait-ce 
que pour un compartiment trfes 6troit de la Iitt4ratur6 chr6tienne, 
voil4 le propos du present essai. 

Peut-6tre que la definition de 1’oeuvre litteraire propos^e 
k r instant soulevera quelques objections. Mais il est sur que 
cette definition est valable sans restriction en ce qui conceme 
la litterature de poiemique en general, et de la poiemique anti¬ 
juive en particulier. Les oeuvres qui reinvent de cette littera¬ 
ture sont le refiet et 1’illumination d’une actuaJite vivante, 
brulante. L’auteur qui compose un texte centre les Juifs, le 
fait parce que ceux-ci representent, dans son milieu et k son 
epoque, une reelle menace pour la foi chretienne. Ou bien, par 
ce qu’ils refusent d’accepter le message que I’Eglise entend 
leur apporter, 4 eux comme aux autres hommes, k eux plus 
qu’aux autres hommes. Ceci vaut d^jJt pour le moment de la 
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creation. Mais ceci vaut encore pour chaque reproduction de 
Foeuvre. Chacune des copies est provoqu6e par des mobiles 
semblables k ceux qui ont motiv4 la creation premiere. Car, 
si la plume de T auteur ne prend pas son cours par simple ca¬ 
price, par simple jeu, le travail du copiste n’est pas, lui non 
plus, le fruit d’une decision arbitraire. 

Ce sont des conditions semblables qui font naitre et Foeuvre 
originale et chacune de ses copies. Conditions semblables, mais 
non pas identiques. D’infimes changements apport^s au texte, 
d’une copie k F autre, permettent quelque fois de d4celer les 
diflGSrentes conditions qui ont pr4sid4 k Fune et k F autre A c6t6 
de ces changements infimes, souvent involontaires mais presque 
toujomrs riches en enseignement, il y en a d’autres qui s’4talent 
ouvertement, franchement. D’lme mani^re bien consciente, 
alors, de v6ritables r^dacteurs sont intervenus dans les vieux 
textes. Pour les rajeunir, ils les ont regroup^s, d4coup6s, abr^g^s. 

Un texte pseudo-augustinien nous permet de bien saisir cette 
intervention. II s’agit du sermon Aduersus IvdaeoSy paganos et 
Arianos^. Comme son titre Findique, il est dirig^ centre les 

^ Quand, au XII® si^le, un r^dacteur anonyme tire des oeuvres 
augustiniennes (et pseudo-augustiniennes) la matiere k une pol^mique 
dialogu^e, Excerpta ex libris beati Augustini infidelitati ludeorum 
obuiantia (texte in6dit dans ms. Oxford, Bodl., Kawlinson A 368, 111 

v° — 148 v°), il en vient k copier le passage du Tract, adu. lud. II, 3, 
PL 42, 62, ob, au sujet des lois rituelles de I’Ancien Testament il est 
dit: remota umbrae nuda eorum luce frueremur; en chageant ime seule 
lettre, im n en i, tout le sens de la phrase est chang6: remota umbra 
iudaeorum, luce frueremur (f® 112 v°). Ce changement, n’illustre-t-il 
pas le sort des Juifs pendant les Croisades? 

* Nous nous abstenons, ici et par la suite, de donner les r^f^rences 
k la Patrologie Latine, au CSEL ou k toute autre Edition, sauf les 
plus r^centes. On trouvera les r^sum^s des Merits anti juifs d’6poque 
patristique et du moyen age dans les travaux suivants: B. Blumenkranz, 
Die Judenpredigt Augustins. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der jiidisch- 
christlichen Beziehungen in den ersten Jahrhunderten, Bale 1946; — 
B. Blumenkranz, Les auteurs chr^tiens latins du moyen age sur les 
Juifs et le Judaisme, dans Revue des 6tudes juives 9 (= 109), 1948/49, 
3—67; 11 (= 111), 1951/52, 6—61; 13 (113), 1964, 6—33; 14 (114), 
1965, 33—85; k suivre; — B. Blumenkranz, Altercatio Ecclesiae 
contra S 3 magogam. Texte in^dit du X® siecle, dans Revue du moyen 
age latin 10, 1964, 6—159 (a paru aussi en tir6 k part, 160 pp. + 1 planche 
hors-texte, Strasbourg 1964). 
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JuifSs en meme temps que centre les paiens et les Ariens. Le 
genre des trait^s « k destinataires multiples » 6tait assez courant 
k r^poque patristique. Nous en parlerons encore plus tard. 
Vint un moment oil les autres adversaires de TEglise, combattus 
k c6t6 des Juifs dans ces trait^s, n’existaient plus. Mais ou le 
danger juif subsistait toujours. Alors on supprimait tres simplement 
la partie antili6r6tique et antipaienne de ces textes pour n’en 
conserver que les chapitres dirig^s centre les Juifs. Ce qui ad- 
vint au sermon pseudo-augustinien^. 

Textes regroup4s, e’est encore dans T heritage litt4raire 
d’Augustin que nous en trouvons I’exemple. Un rddacteur 
inconnu du XII® sifecle a, pour ainsi dire, mis en fiches les piinci- 
paux ouvrages d’Augustin. II en a tir6 la mati^re k plusieurs 
series de dialogues pol4miques dirig^s centre les philosophies 
paiennes, et k un dialogue dirig6 centre les Juifs 2 . Sous cette 
forme bien plus vivante, les textes antijuifs d’Augustin ont 
connu une nouvelle vogue®. 

Avec ces quelques exemples nous avons vu comment le pro- 
blfeme 6nonc6 dans le titre pent se presenter. II sera bon de faire 
maintenant quelques pas en arrifere et de reprendre ce probleme 
en son entier. Encore ne sera-t-il possible de donner plus qu’un 
exemple de m^thode en ce qui conceme la « vie » de cette litt^ra- 
ture. Comment, en elFet, la saisir? Le nombre de manusciits 
conserves n’en est pas un entire. Ce nombre ne nous donne 

' Paul Difiwjre fait rentrer la partie antijuive dans rhom^liaire dont, 
entre 786 et 800, il assumait la charge de la compilation, PL 95, 1470— 
1476; ce fragment, destin6 k foumir le modele d*un sermon anti juif, 
faisait bien partie de I’hom^liaire original compile par Paul Diacre: il 
se trouve dans les plus anciens manuscrits; cf. F. Wiegand, Das Homi- 
liarium Karls des Grofien auf seine urspriingliche Gestalt hin untersucht, 
Leipzig 1897 (= Studien z. Gesch. d. Theol. u. Kirche 1, 2) p. 19. 

• Cf. p. 461, note 1; les dialogues dirig6s centre les philosophies paiennes 
ont 6dit4s d’apres im ms. de Valence (consid^r5 a tort comme ms. 
unique) par A. E. Anspach, Anonymi Altercationes christituiae philo- 
sophiae contra erroneas et seductiles paganorum philosophorum uer- 
siitias . . . Madrid 1942. 

^ Le Tractatus aduersus ludaeos d’Augustin foumit la trame de la partie 
antijuive dans I’osuvre dialogues du XII® siecle. C’est, k notreconnaissance, 
la seule survie qu’a connu ce texte d’Augustin, parfaitement n^glig^ par 
ailleurs. 
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pas de renseignement valable sur le succes d’un 4crit au mo¬ 
ment de sa creation, mais bien davantage sur la permanence de 
son succfes. Aussi n’allons-nous rechercher un inventaire de la tra¬ 
dition manuscrite qu’en 6tudiant la « survie Que nous reste-t- 
il alors pour mesurer la diffusion d’un 4crit au moment meme 
de sa creation, et tout de suite aprfes? II nous reste de rechercher 
le nombre des auteurs qui en ont eu connaissance, et qui le 
citent. Or, la plupart de nos Editions meme critiques ne nous 
renseignent point sur cet aspect. Fort heureusement, la monu- 
mentale Edition du Corpus Christianorum en cours de publi¬ 
cation apporte ici du nouveau. II faut esp^rer que pour chaque 
auteur se trouve r^p^td ce qui, avec tant de bonheur, est fait 
pour TertuUien. Nous pensons aux tableaux synoptiques des 
<t^moignages» et de la tradition manuscrite^. Le tableau des 
t^moignages nous apprend alors que V Aduersus ludaeos de 
TertuUien se trouve citd par cinq auteurs des sifecles patristiques: 
TAmbrosiaster, J4r6me, Evagre le GaUois, Vincent de L4rins, 
et r auteur de V Antiphonale Compendieuse, Mais, pour mieux 
saisir la fortune de T^crit antijuif, il faut la comparer avec la 
fortune des autres Merits du meme auteur. Alors nous voyons 
que sur les trente et un ouvrages conserves de TertuUien, dix 
sept sont moins souvent cit4s que V Aduersus ludaeos. H faut, 
maintenant, anticiper sur notre deuxifeme propos et comparer 
dte maintenant cette «vie» de Touvrage avec sa survie. Nous 
constatons alors que douze ouvrages seulement sont conserves 
par un nombre de manuscrits inferieur & celui qui nous donne 
V Aduersus ludaeos dont nous connaissons dix-huit manuscrits. 
Mais ce ne sont point les memes textes dont aussi bien la « vie » 
que la survie 6taient moins importantes que ceUes du traits 
antijuif. II n’y en a que quatre qui pour Tune et pour Tautre 
restent derrifere V Aduersus ludaeos. Ce sont les ouvrages sui- 
vants: De ieiunio, De tesiimonio animae, De idololcUria et V Aduersus 

^ V. les tableaux synoptiques annexes k la preface du t. I du Corpus 
Christianorum, Tumhout 1955. — H y a lieu, toutefois, d’appliquer aux 
renseignements que nous allons en tirer un certain correctif: aussi bien 
le relev^ des t4moignages que celui des manuscrits sont, dans ime cer- 
taine mesure, conditionn6s par I’int^ret que nos savants modemes ont 
port6 k ces textes. 
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Hermogentm, Ces quatre ouvrages proviennent des trois p4riodes 
de TertuUien, la catholique, la semi-montaniste et la montaniste. 
On ne pent done nuUement dire que des critferes d’orthodoxie 
ont pr4sid6 au succ^ ou k Tinsucefes de ses ouvrages. Cette 
constatation ressort encore plus nettement de I’examen compare 
dans la tradition manuscrite. Sur les douze ouvrages conserve 
par moins de manuscrits que V AdiLersua ItulaeoSy six appar- 
tiennent k la p6riode catholique (dont la production totale est 
de quatorze), les six autres aux p6riodes semi-montaniste et 
montaniste. (dont la production totale est de dix-sept). Si les 
si^cles suivants, dans la conservation des ceuvres, ont quelque 
peu n4glig6 le critfere de Torthodoxie, les contemporains y 
6taient pourtant plus sensibles. Cela ressort de Texamen com¬ 
part des dix-sept ouvrages qui se trouvent moins souvent cites 
que VAduersiLS ludaeoa, Onze appartiennent aux p4riodes semi- 
montaniste et montaniste: bien plus, en effet, qu’il ne convien- 
drait d’aprfes la production totale de ces p^riodes (^t peine supd- 
rieure k celle de la p4riode catholique). 

Les conclusions de notre enquSte s’imposent trfes vite: la 
fortune de V Aduersus Ivdaeos pendant V 4poque patristique est un 
peu meilleure que celle de la plupart des ouvrages de TertuUien ^; 
on serait tent6 de dire qu’ eUe est«juste audessus de la moyenne 
Dans sa survie, au contraire, son succ^s est «en dessous de la 
moyenne» (ou bien «juste autour de la moyenne» si on tient 
compte des ouvrages perdus, et qui, pour une statistique de ce 
genre, m^ritent d’etre mentionn^s). 

Nous nous sommes arret^s plus longuement qu’il convient 
sur un seul texte. Nous I’avons justifi^ d’avance par le fait que 
r 4tude de la vie des textes antijuifs s’ en tiendra k ce seul exemple; 
I’^tat actuel des travaux savants ne permettant pas de pousser 
plus loin notre enqudte. C’est done immediatement k la deu- 
xidme partie de notre sujet que nous aUons nous attaquer. 

^ Peut-etre, faudrait-il encore apporter ici im second correctif, celui 
de I’importance des Merits. Car il est vrai que quinze de ces ouvrages qui 
sont moins souvent cit6s que TAduersus ludaeos sont ^galement moins 
volumineux que cet 4crit. II reste, toutefois, que deux ouvrages, I’Adu. Her- 
mogenem et TAdu. Valentinianos, Tim im peu, Tautre plus que trois fois plus 
volumineux, sont eux aussi moins souvent cit^s que TAduersus ludaeos. 
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La survie de la pol6mique antijuive d’^poque patristique 
s’exerce sur deux plans. D’une part, il faut envisager dans quelle 
mesure les genres litt4raires et leur contenu propres k T^poque 
patristique se perp4tuent dans la litt4rature antijuive du moyen 
age. D’autre part, il nous reste k 6tudier le commerce que les 
hommes du moyen age ont entretenu avec les productions 
memes de T^poque patristique. Le seuil entre les deux 6poques 
est repr^nt4 par Isidore de Seville. Du moyen age, c’est sur- 
tout le haut moyen age que nous consid4rerons. 

Si le genre litt4raire de la lettre se trouve 6galement pr6sent6 
dans les deux 6poques, il faut toutefois remarquer ime ten¬ 
dance k rindividualisation au moyen age. C’est ainsi pour les 
missives que Paul Alvare de Cordoue adresse k E14azar, le ci- 
devant Bodo et diacre de Louis le Pieux; c’est le cas, dans une 
situation analogue, de la lettre adress4e par un clerc Henri a 
Vecelin, ci-devant chapelain du due Conrad. Au contraire, 
k r^poque patristique, nous rencontrons la lettre pastorale au 
sujet des aliments juif que Novatien adresse k ses fidfeles, ou 
bien lapr^tendue encycliquede I’^nigmatique S^vfere deMinorque. 

Les collections de t^moignages dont les Testimonia ad Quiri- 
num de Cyprien pr^sentent le premier exemple en latin, s’arre- 
tent avec les deux collections du meme genre d’Isidore de 
Seville L’abandon par le moyen age de ce genre litt4raire 
s’explique peut etre par le fait que Cyprien et Isidore avaient 
dpuis4 la tache, et qu’ils avaient r6uni tous les textes possibles. 
Au lieu de reprendre une tentative similaire k la leur, on se 
suffisait k copier leurs ouvrages, dans la mesure ou le besoin 
s’en fit sentir. Car voUk encore une autre raison pour 1’abandon 
du genre: la collection de t4moignages est appelde k remplacer 
la possession de la Bible. Possession dans les deux sens: pro- 
pri6t4 mat4rielle du livre et connaissance de son contenu. Or, 
malgr6 ce que des ames chagrines ont pu reprocher, I’une et 
r autre font des progrfes au moyen age et dispensent d4sormais du 
recours aux collections de t^moignages. 

^ A c6t6 du De fide catholica, il faut laisser k Isidore la patemite du 
Liber de uariis Quaestionibus que lui attribuent A. C. Vega et A. E. 
Anspach, Escurial 1940. 
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D’une manifere continue, dans Tune et Tautre p4riode, se 
maintient le goiit pour la forme dialogu^e. En dehors des textes 
qui ne sont que la consignation plus ou moins fiddle d’lme dis¬ 
cussion r^elle, et oil la forme dialogu4e n’est que normale, nous 
pensons encore aux dialogues fictifs: leur succ^ continu s’ex- 
plique par les qualit^s didactiques propres k cette forme litte- 
raire. Au moyen age s’y ajoute encore comme raison T utili¬ 
sation possible dans des jeux sc4niques destines k un emploi 
semiliturgique. 

Bien plus prononc^ est le changement dans le contenu des 
textes et dans le mode d’argumentation. Pendant toute T^po- 
que patristique la pol4mique antijuive se laisse ramener k trois 
sujets principaux; 

1° La caducity de la Loi juive qui a eu simple valeur d’an- 
nonce; 

2° La divinity de J6sus qui est bien le messie annonc6 par les 
passages proph^tiques de TAncien Testament; 

3° La d6ch6ance des Juifs et I’appel des gentils k leur place 
comme peuple de Dieu, comme vrai Israel. 

Bien entendu, ces sujets resteront encore au moyen age fit la 
bfitse des discussions. Mais k c6t6 d’eux s’ajouteront des questions 
d’actuality comme nous n’en avions pas rencontr6 aupfiu'avfiuit. 
La pol4mique perd d^sormais son caractfere hors de temps et 
d’espace. Elle prend racine de plus en plus dans les problfemes 
de rheure. Ainsi, lorsque k plusieurs reprises la querelle des 
images secouera la chr^tient^, cet fiispect du culte chr^tien de- 
viendra aussi une pierre d’achopement entre Juifs et chr^tiens^ 
Assez pres de ce problfeme, le culte des saints et des reliques 
sera aussi une preoccupation des poiemistes. C’est fidnsi que nous 
voyons Gilbert Crispin oblige de justifier le culte des sfidnts. 
Celui-ci encore est amene k disserter sur la guerre et la pcdx dans 

^ S’il n’en est pas question dans les monographies antijuives pro- 
prement dites, avant celle de Peiscal le Romain, nous en trouvons pour- 
tant le reflet dans des r6cits de mirsM^le k tendcuice poiemique; v. B. 
Blumenkranz, Juden und Jiidisches in christlichen Wundererzahlungen. 
Ein unbekanntes Gebiet religioser Polemik, dans Theologische Zeit- 
schrift 10, 1954, 430 sqq. 
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la vue chr^tienne. N’y a-t-il pas ici un ^cho des temps troubles 
que tant de «trfeves de Dieu » ne surent pacifier? La permanence 
des guerres 6tait devenue un argument que les Juifs soulevaient 
centre T affirmation chr^tienne de la venue du messie. Et meme 
la culture des clercs et leur comportement moral se trouvent 
mis en cause dans ces discussions, ainsi entre Alvare de Cordoue 
et E14azar-Bodo. 

Non seulement des arguments nouveaux s’ajoutent, mais 
encore les themes traditionnels se trouvent r^nov6s, actualists, 
par les probltmes du jour. Le thtme de la dtchtance des Juifs 
se discutera souvent, k partir d’Isidore de StviUe, k propos de 
la permanence ou de la disparition d’une royautt juive. C’est 
que la nouvelle d’un «royaume juif en Orients venait de parvenir 
en Occident^. Et non seulement un tvtnement majeur, tel 
celui que nous venons de mentionner, est exploits dans cette 
litttrature, mais encore des incidents locaux. Quand, au dtbut 
du XI« sitcle, Fulbert de Chartres dans trois sermons poltmise 
k propos de la royautt juive, la raison peut probablement en 
etre cherchte dans le soultvement de Ra 5 niaud de Sens qui 
s’ttait dtclart « roi des Juifs 

D’une manitre plus prononcte encore, les tcrits antijuifs 
d’Agobard et d’Amolon prennent pour propos des tvtnements 
d’actualitt. L4, il s’agit d’une Juive que ses coreligionnaires 
veulent empecher d’embrasser le christianisme. Li, Agobard 
s’tlfeve centre un nouvel horaire des marchts publics, ttabli en 
considtration du sabbat juif. La discussion thtorique, doctri- 
nale, disparait derritre les attaques centre des pratiques, centre 
des institutions. Ce n’est pas sans raison que Ton a appelt Ago¬ 
bard le premier joumaliste. A travers ses tcrits, nous le voyons 
presque en train de les rtdiger. VoOi son tcrit oil il proteste 
centre la possession d’esclaves chrttiens par les Juifs. Il venait 
de le terminer, mais il y ajoute encore rapidement un post- 
scriptum: il vient k 1’instant d’apprendre de nouvelles preuves 

^ Avec A. Heu^kavy, Additions k THistoire des Juifs de Graetz, dans 
Revue des ttudes juives 5, 1882, 203 sq., nous rapportons ce passage 
d’histoire de Seville au royaume des Khazars. 

• V. B. Blumenkranz, A propos du (ou des) Tractatus contra ludaeos 
de Fulbert de Chartres, dans Revue du moyen age latin 8, 1962, 64. 
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sur les horreurs subies par les esclaves chr^tiens sous des maitres 
juifs, et il ne veut pas priver le lecteur k son tour de les apprendre. 

Par un mouvement qui k premiere vue parait inverse, les 
textes dialogues au moyen age recherchent une validite objec¬ 
tive en d^pouillant les interlocuteurs de leurs noms. Ce proced^ 
nous prive de la connaissance du nom de ce Juif de Mayen ce 
qui discute avec Gilbert Crispin. A I’^poque patristique, au 
contraire, meme dans les dialogues fictifs, les antagonistes sont 
pourvus d*un ^tat civil. Mais il s’agit, alors, de noms dont 
r intention all^gorique est transparente, ainsi dans VAltercatio 
d’Evagre oil nous rencontrons Simon le Juif et Th^ophile le 
Chretien. Quelque peu apparent^ est le proc4d6 dans la fameuse 
discussion de Sylvestre, relat^e par ses actes apocryphes. Les 
noms des douze docteurs juifs que la reine-mere H^lfene a amends 
d’Orient sonnent tout k fait orientaux. Mais ce sont de purs 
produits de fantaisie que nous ne rencontrons attest^s dans aucun 
document valable de Thistoire juive de T^poque, notamment 
dans aucune inscription. 

Quelle est I’aire g4ographique qui a vu naitre ces textes? 
A r^poque patristique, nous rencontrons les premiers en Afrique 
du Nord, oil FEglise se heurtait k une population juive fortement 
implant6e. Viennent ensuite Tltalie et I’Espagne. A partir du 
V® si^cle seulement, c’est le tour de la Gaule. Rien d’^tonnant 
que le haut moyen age amene en premier lieu ime Eclipse de 
r Afrique du Nord et, dans une certaine mesure, de I’Espagne 
comme pays producteurs de textes antijuifs: la conquete de 
r Islam empdche d^sormais ces manifestations litteraires des 
chr6tiens. Mais k la productions de textes antijuifs en Gaule 
et en Italie, s’ajoutera maintenant celle dans la region rh^nane 
d’abord, en AUemagne et en Angleterre ensuite. La diflEfirence 
est nette entre T^poque patristique et le moyen age. Dans 
celle-14, le christianisme se r4pand dans des pays oil ime diaspora 
juive existe d6]k, C’est dans la mesure oil I’Eglise se fortifie dans 
ces pays, de manifere k pouvoir affronter les communaut^ 
juives locales, que nous voyons apparaitre des textes antijuifs. 
Dans le moyen age, au contraire, c’est la migration juive qui 
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suit Texpansion chr^tieime. LA oil, aprfes des apparitions spora- 
diques et isol6es d’individus juifs une forte et agissante colonie 
juive s’implantera, des textes pour les combattre verront le jour. 

II est temps maintenant, aprfes cette rapide confrontation 
entre nos deux 6poques d’aprfes la forme et d’aprfes le contenu 
de leurs textes antijuifs, il est temps maintenant de voir leur 
diffusion. Voyons, en premier lieu, les productions du moyen 
age meme. Nous avons vu combien ces textes vont vers la 
subjectivity. Si, aujourd’hui, nous leur reconnaissons k cause 
de cela une saveur et un int^rfit particulier, il faut pourtant 
comprendre que nous jugeons ainsi soit en esthetes, soit en 
historiens, mais toujours d’une mani^re dytach^e par rapport 
au problfeme traits. L’homme du moyen age, au contraire, 
qui venait chercher dans les livres le secours pour affronter les 
problfemes qui T assaillaient, cet homme devait juger autrement. 
En effet, la trop grande subjectivity des ycrits antijuifs du moyen 
age les rendait souvent inaptes k reservir en d'autres circon- 
stances, et prydpitait toujours leur vieillissement. Faut-il alors 
s’ytonner que personne n’ait songy k recopier les pamphlets 
antijuifs d’Agobard? Rydigys pour une conjoncture trop nette- 
ment dyterminye, ils avaient, k peine une gynyration plus tard, 
perdu leur raison d’Stre. Us n’ytaient plus d’aucim secours, et le 
chiffre de leur tirage s’en ressentait: un seul manuscrit nous 
les conserve. Eh bien, presque tons les textes antijuifs du moyen 
age subissent un sort similaire. A part deux exceptions, le nom- 
bre de manuscrits que nous leur connaissons reste infime, et 
toujours infyrieur k dix. Encore est-il vrai que Tun des deux 
ycrits qui font cette exception, le De uirginitate perpetua 
d’lldefonse de Toiyde ressortit davantage k la liturgie qu’& la 
littyrature de poiymique. Les arguments du controversiste 
disj)araissent presque k cdt6 des vyritables litanies adressyes 
k la vierge. Il y a bien de chance que ce soit davantage le culte 
marial que le combat antijuif qui ont assury k ce texte son 
importante diffusion. L’autre texte qui a connu une vogue 
remarquable est la Dispviatio de Gilbert Crispin. Nous avons 
noty k r instant combien cet auteur s’ytait effbrcy k donner k 
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son texte un caractfere objectif, k lui enlever les qualit^s trop 
voyantes du compte rendu st^nographique. II n’h&ite pas k 
supprimer son propre nom dans le dialogue, comme U d^pouille 
de son nom son antagoniste juif. 

Mais on risque d’objecter qu’il s’agit, avec ces pol6mistes 
antijuifs du haut moyen age, d’auteurs de second rang, dont 
peut-fetre les autres productions litt^raires n’ont pe^s connu 
un trfes grand succds non plus. Inutile de discuter la valeur de 
ces auteurs. Notre appreciation risque fort de ne pas toujours 
rejoindre celle des anciens. II s’agit done d’examiner la diffusion 
des autres ceuvres k cote de celles de poiemique antijuive. 
L’exemple le plus frappant est presente par Julien de Toledo. 
Son Prognosticum fviuri saeculi prouve le succes qu’il est capa¬ 
ble d’obtenir: plus de cent cinquante manuscrits conservent 
cette oeuvre. Pourquoi, alors, sa Comprobatio aeUUis sextae qui 
ressortit k la poiemique antijuive a-t-elle eu ime diffusion si 
restreinte? Nous n’en possedons plus, en effet, que deux manus¬ 
crits (auxquels ont peut encore ajouter trois autres, perdus, 
dont nous avons le temoignage) C’est que cette oeuvre 
antijuive est par excellence une creation d’occasion. Julien 
redige cette oeuvre pour repondre k une speculation messiani- 
que juive en vogue de son temps, et promettant la venue du 
Messie pour trfes prochainement^. Lorsque, cette date rapprochee 
passee, la propagande juive n’en fit plus etat, il n’y avait plus 
besoin, du meme coup, d’y repondre. 

A cote de la diffusion si limitee des textes antijuifs medie- 
vaux, il est d6jk remarquable que des ecrits du meme genre 
qui provenaient de I’epoque patristique aient continue k cir- 
culer, le nombre de leurs manuscrits fut-il aussi reduit. Il est 
vrai, en effet, que la plupart de ces oeuvres anciennes ne sont 
attestees que par un nombre de manuscrits inferieur k dix*. 

^ Nous devons ces renseignements k la communication de M. J. N. 
Hillgarth, A Critical Edition of the Works of St. Julian of Toledo. 

• V. B. Blumenkranz, Les auteurs chr6tiens latins ...» 11® partie, 
n® 110, dans Revue des Etudes juives 11 {= 111), 1961/52, p. 36 sqq. 

• Dans r6tat actuel de notre documentation, il est illusoire de pr^tendre 
donner des relev6s complets de la tradition manuscrite. Meme les Editions 
critiques sont d’lm faible secours, k part quelques exceptions, telle celle du 
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Mais il n’en manquent pas qui d^passent largement ce chifire. 
Nous avons d6jk fait 6tat de VAduersvs Ivdaeos de TertuUien 
avec dix-huit manuscrits. H faut, toutefois, noter ici le fait 
que la plupart de ces tdmoins sont d’une date plut6t r6cente. 
En face d’un (fragmentaire) du IX«/X® si^ole, un autre du XI® 
et un du XIII® sifecles, tous les autres proviennent du XV® 
siecle (nous manquons de renseignements sur I’age de cinq 
manuscrits perdus, attest^s seulement par les Editions anciennes 
qui s’en 6taient encore servies). Des Testimonia de Cyprien 
nous poss^dons quatorze manuscrits ant^rieurs au XII® sifecle. 
La Quaeatio antijuive de I’Ambrosiaster (n^ 44) est transmise 
dans au moins quatorze manuscrits, dont neuf ant^rieurs au 
Xn® sifecle. Nous avons ^galement mentionn^ plus haut les 
deux sermons faussement attribu^ k Augustin, V Aduerma 
quinque haereaea et V Adueravs Ivdaeoa^ 'paganoa et Arianoa 
qui sont attest4s chacim par plus de trente manuscrits. Du 
De fide catholica d'Isidore de Seville on a d^nombr^, rien qu’en 
dehors de TEspagne, dix>neuf exemplaires datant du milieu 
du IX® siecle au plus tard^. Mais il faut citer surtout les trois 
trait^s pseudo-cyprianiens: Ad Vigilium de iudaica incredvlitate 
avec vingt-neuf manuscrits; Adueraua Ivdaeoa avec quarante- 
sept; De montibua Sinai et Sion avec soixante-six manuscrits^, 
et le texte qui se place de loin en tete: la discussion de Sylvestre 
avec les Juifs transmise par plus de trois cents t^moins. 

Or, en ce qui conceme les trois trait^s pseudo-cyprianiens, 
une restriction s’impose qui contredira la premiere impression 

Corpus Christianorum surtout. D’une grande utility fut pour notre 
recherche le pr^ieux instrument de travail qu’eet la Clauis patrum 
latinorum du P. E. Dekkers (Scicris Erudiri, t. 3, 1951; rendition en voie 
de peuution). D'lme aide inestimable fut pour nous la documentation 
offerte par les fichiers de Tlnstitut de Recherche et d’Histoire des Textes 
(v. k ce sujet le rapport de Mile Vielliard, Directrice de cet Institut) et 
le catalogue (manuscrit) d'Incipits k la Bibliotheque Nationale de P£iris. 

^ Il faut encore signaler la r^utilisation d’extraits de cette oeuvre en 
forme de sermons, des le VIII® siecle, la traduction en vieil allemand, 
au toumant du VIII® au IX® siecle, etc.; v. B. Blumenkranz, Les auteurs 
Chretiens latins . . ., II® partie, n° 95, dans Revue des Etudes juives 
11 (= 111), 1951/52, notamment p. 13 et notes 2 & 6. 

• Tous ces renseignements sont tir6s de H. v. Soden, Die cyprianische 
Briefsammlung, Leipzig 1904 (Texte u. Unters. 25, 3). 
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que Ton a pu avoir. Ces textes-14 n’ont pas eu une telle difiFu- 
sion en tant que textes antijuifs, mais en tant que textes attri- 
bu6s k Cyprien. La preuve en est dans le fait que nous les ren- 
controns toujours, k part une ou deux exceptions, dans des 
volumes qui constituent des collections des oeuvres de Cyprien. 
Mais, une restriction semblable ne s’impose-t-elle pas aussi en 
ce qui conceme les autres textes k grande difiPiision que nous 
venons de mentionner? Ainsi, n’est-ce pas le nom protecteur 
d’Augustin, indflment accol^ k VAduersua quinque haereaes et 
k VAdtceratLa ludaeoa, paganoa et Arianoa, qui explique k lui 
seul la fortune de ces Merits? H est vrai, en effet, que nous les 
trouvons souvent dans des volumes manuscrits consaerfe sur- 
tout k Augustin. Mais nous les trouvons 6galement appar^tre 
comme seul texte augustinien (la fausse attribution n’importe 
pas ici) dans des manuscrits m^lang^s. Ainsi le sermon A 
quinqtce haereaea dans les mss. Angers 280 (271); Londres, Br. 
Mus. Roy. 5 E XVIII; et surtout Vitry le Fran 9 ois 42, oil il 
ne porte meme pas de nom d’auteur. Nous le trouvons 6gale- 
ment dans d*autres mss., fortement m61ang6s, avec juste un autre 
texte augustinien, ainsi k Namur, Mus4e Arch^ol., fonds de la 
Ville 71, et k Londres, Br. Mus. Roy. 6 B VII. Le sermon Aduer- 
ana Indaeoa, paganoa et Arianoa apparait comme seul texte 
augustinien dans les manuscrits fortement m4Iang4s de Londres, 
Br. Mus. Roy. 4 E III; Clermont-Ferrand 149 (85 A 10); Tours 
473; avec encore juste un autre texte augustinien, dans le ms. 
Londres, Br. Mus. Roy. 5 B VI. Enfin, et surtout, nous trou¬ 
vons trfes souvent la seule partie antijuivedece sermon ins^rfe, avec 
ou sans indication d’ Augustin comme auteur, dans des homiliaires 
divers. Le seul fait du d^coupage, preuve d’ une certaine irreverence 
envers leMaitre que V on croyait V auteurde tout lesermon, montre 
assez que e’est pour sa valeur de poiemique antijuive et non pas 
en raison du patronnage indu d’ Augustin que 1’ insertion a 6t6 faite. 

Nous venons de parler d’un texte composite qui, primitive- 
ment, k cote des Juifs, combattait encore d’autres ennemis de 
r Eglise, en la circonstance les paiens et les Ariens. Nous avions 
constate plus haut comment ce genre, frequent k Tepoque 
patristique, se trouve abandonne par le moyen age (jusqu’au 
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Xn® si^cle, oil il refleiirit avec des traites qui en meme temps 
que les Juifs combattent les musulmans, quelque fois aussi 
les „pliilosophes“). II serait int^ressant de voir si le d^coupage 
qu’a subi le sermon pseudo-augnstinien dont nous venons de 
parler, se retrouve k propos d’autres textes pol6miques 
destinataires multiples». Or, nous n’avons pu constater rien 
de tel en ce qui conceme les ConstdUUiones Zdcchaei Christiani 
ei ApolUmii philosophic V Apotheosis de Prudence, les Diuinae 
InstitrUiones de Lactance, le Carmen apologeticum ou les Instruc- 
tiones de Commodien, V Apologia Dauid altera d’Ambroise. 

Une question semblable se pose encore k propos de textes 
composites qui, sans etre d*une manifere g6n6rale k caractfere 
pol^mique, contiennent pourtant de notables parties consacrdes 
k la poMmique antijuive. Telle est la place de la Quaestio 44, 
diiig^e centre les Juifs, dans 1’ensemble des Quaestiones de 
TAmbrosiaster. A en croire le savant 4diteur de 1’Ambrosiaster, 
A. Souter^, des quaestiones de cet auteur auraient circuit de 
bonne heure isol4ment. II est vrai que nos propres recherches 
ne nous ont pas permis de ddcouvrir ime tradition isol^e de la 
qvjoestio 44. 

Tout autrement affirm^e est la carrifere ind^pendante pour- 
suivie par la discussion jud6o-chr^tienne relat^e dans les actes 
apocryphes de Sylvestre. Ces actes sont r^pandus en plus de 
trois cents manuscrits. Loin de nous d’affirmer qu’une telle 
fortime serait due, ne serait-ce qu’en partie, k la presence de la 
pol4mique antijuive. L’objet principal de cette pieuse fabri¬ 
cation, r affirmation de la primaut4 romaine, suffisait en lui- 
meme pour assurer cette large diffusion. Sans parler du contenu 
6difiant, bien capable encore de nos jours de charmer les esprits. 
Mais, il est remarquable qu'k cdt4 de la tradition int^grale de 
ces actes, il en existe une autre, largement r^pandue elle aussi, 
et qui ne donne que pr^cisement notre discussion jud^o-chr4- 
tienne. Onconsultera rarement un important fonds manuscrit sans 
y rencontrer des t^moins de cette tradition aberrante. Pour 
choisir comme exemple la v^n6rable bibliothfeque de la Ville 
oil se tient cette seconde conference intemationale d’etudes 

^ A Study of Ambrosiaster, dans Texts and Studies t. 5, n° 4, p. 11. 
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patristiques: on trouve k la Bodl4ienne trois manuscrits con- 
tenant des aotes de Sylvestre uniquement la discussion jud^o- 
chr^tienne: 21. 880 (= Douce 306), 127 v° sqq.; 2598 (681), 

r 1 sqq.; 1887 (90), 91 sqq^ 

Toujours le meme problfeme, sous une forme encore un peu 
diflF4rente, se pose k propos des textes antijuifs qui, d’apr^ 
leur forme litt^raire, auraient 6t6 appel^s k faire partie d’un 
ensemble de productions du meme genre, appartenant au meme 
auteur (r4el ou suppose). Nous entendonfi parler des sermons 
et des lettres. En effet, des les plus anciens t^moins manuscrits, 
nous trouvons les tentatives de constituer ces collections pour 
chaque auteur. II sera done int^ressant de voir si des textes 
antijuifs qui empruntent la forme soit d’une lettre soit d’un 
sermon sont conserves dans les collections de lettres, respective- 
ment des sermons, ou d’une manifere ind^pendante. En d’autres 
mots: les r^dacteurs m4di6vaux qui ont eu k leur assignor une 
place dans les manuscrits, ont-ik 6t4 sensibles davantage k leur 
forme qu’i leur contenu? Aucune vie k part ne se laisse d^celer 
pour le sermon sur la circoncision de Z4non, aussi peu que pour 
les deux textes antijuifs dans les Tractatus dits Origenia. Par 
contre, le TracUiius adueraua Ivdaeoa d* Augustin, qui est sans 
contestation possible un sermon, a joui d’une destin4e en dehors 
du sermonnaire augustinien. C’est cela, d’ailleurs, qui a fait 
pendant longtemps contester sa quality de sermon. Encore, 
en ce qui conceme Augustin, semblable sort a-t-il du etre celui 
du premier sermon sur la parabole du Fils Prodigue, ce qui, 
peut-etre, est la cause de sa perte'^. Toujours k propos des textes 
antijuifs d’Augustin, la meme chose se laisse observer pour sa 
lettre antijuive, le n° 196 dans la collection modeme de ses 


^ Le destin pcirticulier d’une autre piece extraite des actes de Sylvestre 
m^rite encore d’etre signale. La lettre par laquelle Constantin est cense 
avoir ordonn6 k la reine-mere Helene la reunion de discussion entre clercs 
et rabbins est ins4r6e, au VIII« siecle, dans une collection de Formulae, 
la Collectio Flaviacensis, MGH, Form. 474. 

• Nous avons tent6 une reconstitution de ce sermon perdu, dans 
notre article La parabole de I’Enfant prodigue chez saint Augustin 
et saint C^saire d’Arles, dans Vigiliae Christianae 2, 1948, p. 104. 
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lettres. Cette lettre est transmise d’une manifere ind^pendante 
par rapport k T ensemble des lettre des ce Pfere. 

Nous avons vu comment des parties antijuives d’un grand 
texte peuvent, quelque fois, etre Isoldes de leur contexte pour 
mener une vie inddpendante; nous avons vu comment, d’une 
manidre comparable, des sermons ou des lettres peuvent dtre 
sdpards des collections oil traditionnellement leur place devait 
se trouver. Plus visible devient encore la destinde particulidre 
de ces textes, quand nous les retrouvons faire partie d’un nouvel 
ensemble: nous entendons parler des dossiers antijuifSs. Trds 
souvent les rddacteurs mddidvaux ont constitud de telles col¬ 
lections de matdriaux. Rien d’dtonnant que les textes d’dpoque 
patristique, dont nous avons soulignd la recherche d’une valeur 
objective, aient souvent dtd choisis pour foumir les matdriaux 
de ces manuels, par prdfdrence aux textes antijuifs du moyen 
age, dont le caractdre souvent trop subjectif prdcipitait le vi- 
eillissement. En tant que textes patristiques nous trouvons 
dans ces dossiers surtout les chapitres antijuifs du sermon 
pseudo-augustinien Adtcersus ludaeoa, 'paganos et Arianos, 
la discussion juddo-chrdtienne tirde des actes apocryphes de 
Sylvestre, et le De fide catholica ddmrsus ludaeos d’Isidore 
de Sdville. Les textes mddidvaux qui sont jugds dignes de ce 
voisinage sont ou bien le dialogue de Gilbert Crispin, dont nous 
avons constatd le caractdre particulier, ou bien des productions 
du XII* sidcle, de ce sidcle de Renaissance. 

Le fonds latin Idgud au moyen &ge par les Pdres est assez 
riche pour dispenser de tout recours aux Grecs. En efFet, depuis 
le milieu du troisidme cidcle, depuis la traduction en latin du 
dialogue entre Jason et Papiscus (lui meme perdu, mais dont 
nous tdmoigne la lettre d’envoi qu’un certain Celse adresse k 
un dveque Vigile), il faudra attendre la deuxidme moitid du 
XII* sidcle pour voir de nouveau chercher chex le Grecs des 
textes antijuifs. Pascal le Romain traduira k ce moment les 
traitds centre les Juifs du Ps.-Anastase. 

Au terme de notre enquete, que pouvons-nous conclure? 
L’dpoque patristique a legud au moyen age une trame et une 
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m^thode 6prouv6es pour la pol^mique antijuive. Le moyen 
age y ajoute les sujets d’actuality, en ce qui conceme le contenu, 
et le raisoimement pure, en ce qui conceme la m^thode. Les 
genres litt6raires restent sensiblement les m6mes. Le moyen 
kge abandonne pourtant les trait4s « k destinataires multiples » 
et les collections de t4moignages^. 

Mais k cdt4 de tout cela, I’^poque patristique 16gue au moyen 
age les textes memes qu’elle a produits. Que des productions 
litt^raires anciennes gardent leur valeur pour un combat k 
conditions toujours chang^es, il y a d6jk 14 mati^re k ^tonne- 
ment. La surprise n’est que plus grande en constatant que la 
diffusion de ces textes anciens d^passe de loin celle des produc¬ 
tions nouvelles. — Nous avons pu, chemin faisant, constater 
que beaucoup de ces antiiudaica d’4poque patristique furent 
indflment attribute k des auctoritatea: trois k Cyprien, trois k 
J6r6me, trois k Augustin. Or, si cette fausse paternity aida, 
par la suite, k une plus grande diffusion de ces oeuvres, U est 
vrai aussi qu’au depart la valeur intrins^que reconnue k ces 
Merits provenant d’auteurs peu ou pas connus fit proc^der k 
ces attributions erronn^es. 

Que la prdsente enquete ait 6t6 destin^e k entrer dans des 
Etudes patristiques ne lui a nuUement — est-il besoin de V 
affirmer? — impost sa direction. Pourtant, en face des r^sultats 
d’ un examen non-pr6venu, bien involontairement, presque 
malgr4-lui, leur auteur a 6t4 amen4 k contribuer k cet hom- 
mage k T^poque patristique et k constater: Par Tapport d’un 
fonds litt^raire qui d^passe les seules contingences du moment, 
mais qui r4pond k des besoins plus permanents, aussi sur le 
plan de la pol^mique antijuive T^poque patristique trouve 
avec force sa prolongation au moyen age. 

^ Dans Julien de Toldde, De comprob.aet.sextae 1, 6, PL 96, 543/4, 
nous trouvons la confirmation de ce que nous avons avanc^t plus haut 
au sujet des collections de t^moignagos. II n’a nullement besoin, nous 
dit-il, de proc^der, en vue de sa demonstration chronologique, k xme 
collection de t^moignages, puisqu*il en existe dej4 de nombreuses et fort 
completes dont il n*a qu*k se servir. 
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The Theology of the Mystical Book Bahir 
and its Sources^ 

O. H. Lehmann, Oxford 

I. The Book Bahir, i. e. the luminous book, is one of the most 
astonishing mystical texts of the Middle Ages. It is the oldest 
classic of the Kabbalah, but one of the obscurest. It is small 
in volume, but contains over fifty colourful allegories. It was 
edited in the Provence by pious traditionalists, but is full of a 
heretical gnostic imagery. It was spread by those who opposed 
Maimonides’ synthesis of philosophical faith and traditional law, 
but itself it contains features, which closely resemble those 
of the Catharist heresy in southern France. Where does this 
10th to 12th century work belong in the history of mediaeval 
theology? Where, we are asking, is its original Sitz im LebeUy 
its original place in contemporary life? — 

II. The theological outlook of this book, although hardly 
uniform is clearest in its cosmological, anthropologic, and so- 
teriologic conception of the universe: in the theosophy of the 
Kabbalah the “nothing” of the philosophers from which the 
world was created, is replaced by the highest of ten sephiroth 
within the pleroma. In the language of the Bahir the sephiroth 
are ‘Kings’ or ‘voices’ i. e. power-laden and independent poten- 

^ Recent Literature: Margulies (Reuben): Sepher ha-Bahir. Jerus., 
1951 (uncritical text, with three commentaries, etc.). G. Scholem: 
Reshith ha-Kabbalah. Jerus., 1948. G. Scholem in Eranos-Jahrbuch 
vol. XVII (1949) pp. 287fif., XIX (1960) pp. 121fif., XXI (1962) pp. 
45ff. — J. Guiraud (1): Cartulaire de Notre Dame de Prouille. Paris, 
1907; with A. Dondaire: Nouvelles sources de Thistoire doctrinale du 
n^o-manich^isme au Moyen Age (in Rev. des sciences philos. et th6ol. 
XXVIII (1939) pp. 466fif.); J. Guiraud (2): Histoire de I’inquisition 
au moyen age. I. Paris, 1936. Documents in: I. v. Dollinger, Sektengesch. 
n (1890). — H. H. Schaeder: Urform und Fortbildung d. manich. 
Systems (in Vortrage d. Bibl. Warburg). Leipzig, 1924—6, pp. 66fif. H. C. 
Puech: Le manich^isme. Paris 1949. H. Jonas: Gnosis imd spatantiker 
Geist. I—II, 1. Gottingen 1934 — 1954. 
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cies, in which the ‘hidden King* manifests himself. Many con¬ 
cepts in the book are still at a stage of development, but it 
knows already the ‘great man* in the world of the aeons who 
later develops into Adam Kadmon. Two sephiroth are out¬ 
standing: the third having got the potency of a demiurgos 
and the passive tenth associated with the lower shekhinah. 
For the first time in Jewish mystical thought it is here clearly 
feminine in character. Standing as it does at the lower end of 
the pleroma there stream into the tenth sphere symbolically 
called e. g. lebh, a heart, the forces of the upper sephiroth. Lebh 
implies 32, the 32 paths of widsom, which are the spiritual 
foundations of the world. 

Why does the Torah begin with the letter beth, asks the Bahir? 
Because Torah is beth, is blessing and the blessing of God 
pervades the male, the pleroma of the cosmos. Through be- 
reshith, beginning, i. e. trough upper and lower sophia or, 
as the Bahir puts it, through ‘wisdom of God’ and ‘wisdom of 
Solomon* the esoteric and exoteric yrocesaio dei began. There 
are two types of creation: yesirah, ‘formation*, here the higher 
one, and beri’ah, ‘creation*. — The King ‘formed* substance, 
light, and ‘created* non-substance, darkness. He ‘made* Bohu, 
peace, and ‘created* Tohu, evil^. 

Under an anthropologic and soteriologic aspect it is through 
man, as it were the microcosmos, that the work of heaven and 
earth was completed, for it is said “in the image of god made 
he man***. As there are ten kings or sephiroth in the world 
above, so there are ten commandments in the world below. 

^ The avoidance of bara’ = ‘to create’ as expressing the highest 
form of divine activity is cm un-Hebraic usage, but has its umnistalmble 
parallels in Catharist and Manichaean theology, cf. for the former 
“quod bonus Deus non est creator omnium nec materia nee fonnatione, 
at quod res iste mutabiles non sunt a Deo, et quod non creavit ista cor¬ 
pora” (quoted in Guiraud (1), op. cit., p. XXXIV). The maker of the 
universe is here a ‘factor* rather than a ‘creator’, against which the 
Catholic formula was set “omnipotens et etemus, solus creator et factor” 
(i. e. creator first; ib. p. XLI). — Similarly the true Mcmichee avoided 
words like ‘to beget’, ‘to create’ (cf. F. C. Burkitt: Rel. of the Mcmichees, 
1926, p. 16ff.) — Cf. Margulies, op. cit., § 13. 

• Gen. IX, 6. Margulies, § 8. The gematria of both le aelem ’elohim 
and Abraham is = 248. 
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Regarding man’s duties and redemption we find the Torah 
as the sum total of the commandments, which has its roots 
in the pleroma. By one’s carrying out a religious commandment 
God himself is taken into the world of man^. The ritual not 
only represents but also conjures up dynamic life in the cosmos. 
So the verse ‘yam we-dharom yerashah’^ means for the pious: 
possess ‘darom’, this world, and the next, for then unto thee 
TO ndv, ha-kol, the pleroma, the world above will be given. — 

Besides a gnostic system of pleroma, aeons*, double wisdom 
and a dynamic stream of life the Bahir uses many gnostic 
terms in detail. 

ni. The rapid rise of a theology of that t 5 rpe presupposes a 
peculiar historical and religious situation. Between 1160—1220 
the Provence was a centre of high culture and increasing reli¬ 
gious tensions within the laity. A neo-Manichaean sect, the 
Catharists, had immigrated who were, it seems, related to the 
Paulicians and Euchites hailing from Armenia and Meso¬ 
potamia respectively. The Catharists in particular renewed 
the Manichaean contrast between light and darkness/matter; 
they stressed features like asceticism and the striving of the 
soul towards the light. Similar tendencies in the Book Bahir 
have often been derived from infiuences of this sect*, but a 
curious feature is that the gnostic elements in the Bahir do 
not seem to be derived from them also. In fact, the exact pro¬ 
venance of the Bahir has remained a riddle so far. 

New documents have, however, come to light which bring 
the problem a good deal nearer to a solution. Narbonne was 
not only an area where Arianism had maintained itself long 
after the Visigoths had become Catholics*, Narbonne in those 

^ WhereM the Catharist view is here dominated by the cosmic con¬ 
trast between Satanic ‘matter* ejid God-attached ‘soul*, where God 
ccuinot create a body nor Sateui a soul, a problem variously explained 
(cf. Guiraud (1), op. cit., p. XLIIIf.). 

* Deut. XXXin, 23. Margulies, § 7. 

* L#ater so marked in the syzygies of the Zohar. 

• Cf. H. Graetz, Gesch. d. Juden, vol. VII (4th ed.), append. 3, p. 385fif. 

• Cf. E. Holmes: The Albigensian or Catharist heresy, 1926, p. 61, 
who also refers to Priscillianism, which was a blend of Manichaean and 
gnostic doctrine and came through northern Spain to southern France. 
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days was a great centre of Jewish studies with an important 
Rabbinical school. Abraham b. David of Posquiferes could even 
state: “the holy ghost has appeared in our academy and so 
we have decided” the law as follows^. Now a few years ago 
the original of a Geniza letter has been identified in the Bodleian 
Library, which was sent from a Proven 9 ali Jewish community, 
probably Lunel, to Mairaonides in Egypt with Maimuni’s auto¬ 
graph note on the back*. The letter is signed by Jonathan ha- 
kohen of Lunel who, though being a pupil of Abraham b. David 
turned to Maimonides as a lawyer and rationalistic philosopher 
of world-wide fame. The bitter attacks by Abraham b. David 
on Maimonides are well-known. Now, Scholem has stressed a 
fact which is of great interest in this connection: Abraham b. 
Isaac of the Narbonne school was a pupil of Judah b. Barzillai, 
a rationalistic commentator of the mystical Sepher Yesirah. 
Within some two generations, between 1130—1200, there was 
a complete change of attitude in Narbonne in favour of mysti¬ 
cism. The reasons are not far to guess. Those pious circles were 
probably afraid that philosophic refiections like those of Ibn 
Ezra, Ibn Daud, and Maimonides would weaken tradition. So 
they introduced the theology of the Book Bahir after some 
passages in the work had been re-phr8ised so as to lay stress 
on repentance, phylacteries, etc. In fact, a contemporary criti¬ 
cism does complain of people who are hunting after all kinds 
of esoteric learning. — In any case, far from being devalued 
the commandments now obtained not only a new religious, 
but a cosmic significance. Actually, that was quite in keeping 
with similar tendencies within the Christian Catharist movement. 
The charming imagery of the Bahir made the book even more 
acceptable. 

IV. But we may go a step further than that, namely to find 
the exact Sitz im Leben for the Bahir. Scholem has shown that 
the book leans on a treatise called ‘the great mystery’, which 
was written in the East in the 9th to 10th century. Graetz 
derived a good deal of the Bahir’s theology from the Catharists. 

1 On Hilkhoth lulabh VIII, 6. 

• Cf. S. M. Stem in Zion, 1961, p. 18—29. 
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But after all where did they get it from? — The answer is made 
easier by a statement in the Fihrist^. There we hear that mem¬ 
bers of the Manichaean faith still existed in Baghdad in the 
10th century, i. e. at a time when the oldest strata of the Bahir 
were composed. In fact, the parallels between Manichaean 
ideas and the Bahir are too numerous to be overlooked. The 
latter has the myth of the cosmic tree, into which God’s forces 
flow; the former symbolises the worlds of light and darkness 
in two mighty trees. The Bahiric Hokhmah and Binah are similar 
to purity, wisdom, and goodness there. The ‘upper mother’ 
in the Bahir is at least superficially similar to the ‘mother of 
the living’^ in Manichaeism. The Bahiric sephiroth in the Male 
are somewhat similar to the light ajid other aeons there. The 
four messengers of the Bahir from Abraham to David look^ 
like polemics against the Manichaean three, the third being 
Jesus^. The place of evil in God in the Bahir likewise looks 
like polemics against the Manichaean concept of darkness and 
matter as anti-divine. On the other hand, the liberating of the 
particles of light by man giving him his cosmic significance 
there, has its close parallel in the Bahir, where the fulfilment 
of a commandment reveals something of the hidden radiance, 
which is shed over the world. In Manichaeism the soul of the 
imperfect must go through many re-incamations; in the Bahir, 
when Israel sins, they obtain ‘seed’ only which has already been 
in this world*. Even the ideal of asceticism for the ‘perfect’ 
there has its reflections in the Bahir. 

Now, this is not to say that the religious ideas of the Bahir 
are derived from Manichaeism, quite apart from similarities 

^ H. H. Schaeder, op. cit., pp. 88—89. 

* Cf. Burkitt and Schaeder, passim. 

* He is the prototype of the later human messengers of ‘light*, the 
pretags and burkhans, €is Mani was one himself (cf. Burkitt, loc. cit.). 

* Margulies, passim. According to Manichaeism the sinful soul has to 
pass on into other bodies, the tashpikha of Syrian texts, and perhaps 
the Samsara of the Indian (cf. Puech, op. cit., no. 360). For the Catharist 
metempsychosis cf. “spiritus qui in uno corpore non poterat facere peni- 
tentiam, si deberet salvari, transibat in aliud corpus ad complendum 
penitentiam” even “quando anima exibat de corpore hominis intrabat 
corpora asinorum et quaerebat salvationem**(Guiraud (1), op. cit.,p. LXVI). 
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to the Valentinian gnosis. All that is intended is to stress 
that the Bahir was apparently written in an area where such 
ideas were current and that is at least originally Mesopotamia. 
It is here that we must look for the Sitz im Leben of the Bahir. 
That also explains the curious agreement with the Catharists; 
they drew from the same sources in Mesopotamia. Actually, 
a Mandaic book of 1012 questions being edited at present^ has 
already the Kabbalistic distinction between Adam Kadmaia 
or Adam Kasia and Adam pagri, i. e. macrocosmic and micro- 
cosmic man. In the tafsir pagri that book goes so far as to explain 
the air as macrocosmic man’s breath, the rivers as his veins, 
etc., and the Mandaeans certainly belong to Babylonia. Quite 
apart from that the imagery of the Bahir is full of mighty trees, 
wonderful springs, palaces, gardens, treasure-chambers, irri¬ 
gated fields and water as being of world-wide significance. 
So much so that water symbolises wisdom, Torah, and the 
souls of the righteous. All that points to Mesopotamia too*. 
In fact, old Jewish beliefs in metempsychosis and the like, 
which are mentioned by al-Baghdadi in the 11th century, 
survive in part to the present day*. The survival of Jewish 
gnostic speculations to the tenth century in an area, which had 
once been under the rule of the diadochoi has nothing astonishing 
at all. But it does explain how the gnostic imagery came into the 
book Bahir and from there into the later Kabbalah. 

The derivation of the Bahir originally from Mesopotamia 
explains its strange symbolism and gnostic imagery, its ready 
acceptance by the pious halachists in the west — Jewish philo¬ 
sophy and law were also derived from Babylonia —, on the 
other hand its close relation to Catharist, Manichaean, and 
Valentinian speculations. When the Catharist heresy was sup¬ 
pressed in the crusade against the Albigensians, the theology 


^ By heAy Drower for the Berlin Akad. d. Wissenschaften. I am much 
indebted to Leidy Drower for her references to Mandaic sources. 

• As does the Manichaean world-tree of evil, which is in the terrible 
south, i. e. derived from the parched area to the south of Babylonia. 

* Cf. Lady Drower, Evergreen Elijah (in print). 
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introduced by the Bahir continued to flourish. Far from being 
a late fabrication the Bahir contains remnants of old Jewish 
gnostic speculations. In fact, for the pre-Zoharic mystics the 
Bahir became almost a canonic book. 
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Some years ago it was my good fortune to come in contact 
with the late Dr. Mingana who showed me a unique Syriac MS., 
a commentary on the whole of the Pentateuch brought by him 
to England from the Monastery of Our Lady in Asia Minor. 
The MS. is by an anonymous writer who lived about 900 A. D., 
and in 246 folio pages comprises the comments, elucidations, 
and views of the renowned early Syrian teachers and their 
scholars. Among these Theodore Mopsuestia, Ephrem Syrus, 
Narsai known as “the Harp of the Holy Spirit”, as well as 
Aphraates the Persian Sage feature prominently. The MS. 
emanates from Nestorian circles and most probably from the 
Seminary of Nisibis at which centre there was also at that time 
a Rabbinic Seminary presided over by the renowned B’nei 
Bethera. 

While working on this MS., I soon realised the unique and 
invaluable character of the exegesis treasured up in its folios. 
For not only was there a large amount of literal interpretation in 
it, but dispersed through its folios were numerous instances of 
Rabbinic methods of interpretation which made the whole work 
invaluable for the study of comparative exegesis. 

In my book “The Early Syrian Fathers on Genesis”, pub¬ 
lished in 1951, I carried out a very close and detailed study 
of the exegesis of the MS. covering the first half of the book of 
Genesis. I translated the Syriac text and produced a comparative 
apparatus, with the help of which I classified in painstaking 
detail the precise varieties of Syriac exegesis in relation to the 
Rabbinic. 

I have now completed the translation of the MS. comprising 
the whole of the Pentateuch and I find that in this Syriac com¬ 
mentary, there are broadly speaking three kinds of exegesis. 
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First, the borrowed interpretation showing a marked resem¬ 
blance to the Rabbinic; second, where a difference of approach 
in interpretation is evident; and third, where the Syriac shows 
an independent approach. The reasons for these kinds of inter¬ 
pretation are very interesting and noteworthy. 

Continuing my comparative studies, I hope to labour on till 
I have produced the remaining volumes uniform with my 
published work in Genesis, thus hoping to make a useful con¬ 
tribution to the study of comparative exegesis of the Pentateuch 
in Syriac and Rabbinic sources. 

I shall now turn to the first of the three different kinds of 
interpretation found in our Syriac commentary. This is the 
borrowed or adapted type of exegesis. 

I take an instance based upon the opening verses of the tenth 
chapter of Leviticus. Here we learn that Nadab and Abihu the 
sons of Aaron offered strange fire before the Lord which He had 
not commanded them, and that fire came forth from before the 
Lord and devoured them. This was on the occasion of the erection 
of the tabernacle in the wilderness and of the consecration of 
Aaron and his sons for the priesthood. 

Now in our MS. as well as in the Rabbinic sources the question 
as to what was the nature of the sin of these two priests and 
why they were so signally punished holds the attention of 
various teachers. There is a certain fulness of treatment in both 
sources, because the question is not an easy one. 

Let us consider a view expressed in our MS. by an outstanding 
teacher, the Persian Sage Aphraates. He said (Fol. 61b): “TAc 
recLSon why Nadab and Abihu were 'punished was as follows: 
because they despised the service of the sacrifices. The fire descended 
as usual at the time of the sacrifice, but as it did not find their 
sacrifices in a state of purity, therefore it did not come near them. 
Now when Nadab and Abihu saw that the sacrifices were not being 
consumed, they brought strange fire thal it might consume the 
sacrifices. The strange fire then consumed the sacrifices and the 
fire which came from heaven consumed them^\ Thus far Aphraates. 

Now what are the main points of Aphraates’ interpretation 
here? The sacrifices Nadab and Abihu brought were not holy: 
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therefore the holy heavenly fire would not touch them. But 
the unholy fire, the strange fire found the unholy sacrifices and 
consumed them, and the holy heavenly fire overtook the holy 
soul which dwelt in the body of each priest. 

Where in the Rabbinic can light be found for this view ? The 
Midrash has something very helpful here, as follows: **When 
Nadab and Abihu saw thcU the sacrifices were offered and that the 
Shechina did not descend from heaven^ they said, 'Can a dish be 
cooked without fire ?’ So they immediaiely brought strange fire and 
entered the Holy of Holies, Said God to them: will honour you 

more than you honour me. You have brought in before me unholy 
fire, bvi I will consume you with holy fire.’*^* Here is the analogy 
stated in very human terms. The distinction between holy fire 
and unholy fire is clearly indicated. How masterly Aphraates 
handled this distinction; how neatly and effectively he included 
it in his exegesis here. It is to my mind one of the finest examples 
of this type of exposition in Syriac sources. 

I come now to another example of this kind of interpretation: 
it is based on a familiar incident in the book of Numbers. In 
the fifteenth chapter, we read that while the children of Israel 
were in the wilderness, they found a man gathering sticks upon 
the sabbath day. He was put in ward and at the divine behest 
given to Moses, he was stoned to death. 

Now in our Syriac commentary, the author makes a special 
point regarding the Syriae verb Tqat “to gather” which the 
Peshitta uses in this case. He warns his readers not to read the 
perfect tense of the verb, but rather the present participle which 
he carefully vocalizes. And what is his reason? '*Because^\ saj^ 
he, ^Hhe man continued to gaiher sticks after the people kept telling 
him to desist] but he despised them and took no heed of themJ*' 
Tl^e Rabbinic requirement of legal warning in such a case in 
order to enable the judges to distinguish mere error from pre¬ 
sumption is here implied. It is most improbable that the Syrian 
teachers would he unaware of it. 

But apart from this, if one compares the Peshitta here with 
the Massoretic Text, one may see at a glance how faithfully the 
translators did their work. Here they deliberately reproduced, 
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and nothing more. The Hebrew has ty*1S Wpa once in v. 32, 
and again in v. 33. The Peshitta has the same: kad laqet) qese 
in V. 32, and again kad laqet qese in v. 33. Now the translators 
of the Peshitta must have been aware of the difficulties inherent 
in the Hebrew text: that the word may be noun or verb 
in different contexts, and they reproduced that in the Syriac 
where the verb Pqat may be a finite verb or a participle in 
different contexts. But here the expositors Syrian and Jewish 
were one. They both held that the repetition of the phrase 
unv signified continuous action, so that the Midrash Siphr6 
also says man who was gathering sticks was warned because 
he did not desist^ 

I come now to the second type of exegesis in our Syriac com¬ 
mentary: a type where a difference of approach from the Rab¬ 
binic is discernible. Let us take the first instance drawn from 
the narrative of the spies whom Moses sent to Canaan. When the 
spies reached Eshcol before returning to Moses, they cut down 
from thence a branch with one cluster of grapes and *Hhey bore 
it ujpon a pole between tw6*\ 

Here in our MS. Rabban^ says that the spies did not carry 
this cluster on a pole, but that they cut off from thence a branch 
to serve as a pole and that it was not because of the size of the 
cluster that they carried it on a branch, as the Jews say; but 
rather as a precaution lest any one touch it, or take hold of it 
with his hand and spoil it. Thus far Rabban. 

Now we know that the spies were bent upon an evil report 
concerning the land. But the Chester of grapes frustrated such 
a report, because ^Hhey carried it on a pole between tw6*^\ and 
according to the Midrash Tanbuma so good was the fruit that 
some held that it was carried on two poles by eight men. How 
did Rabban’s view that it was a poor thing of a cluster needing 
all the care they could give it compare with the words of the 
spies themselves that "Hhe land is flowing with milk and honey 
and this is its fruiV^ ? Both Scripture and the Rabbinic sources 
speak in praise of the land in this respect; and again how can 

^ Jacob Nuhetdrensis. 
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Rabban disparage the land so boldly and even say contro¬ 
versially, “not 08 the Jews aay*^? 

It is clear that although both schools of expositors strove to 
present the evil intentions of the spies, one at the expense of the 
cluster, and the other despite the cluster, there is here a more 
fundamental difference of approach. 

In a number of places in the MS. there creeps in disparagement 
of the land of promise. On folio 94 b of the MS. it says that Moses 
was not buried in Canaan, in order to shame the Jews, because 
they thought that all the blessings and good things were bound 
up with the land. The Syrian teachers did not think so—they 
were loath to make all the blessings centre on Canaan; they did 
not value material blessings so much; and regarding Canaan 
they were lukewarm. They held that after all, Moses was not 
buried there, nor Aaron, and the Jews were twice exiled from it. 
So Rabban therefore, reflects that view in regard to the cluster. 

The Jews, however, cherished God’s promise: all spiritual and 
material well-being was centred on Canaan which God promised 
to give them. This explains the difference of approach between 
Jewish and Christian expositors on this passage in Scripture. 

Let me give another example of this type of exegesis in our 
MS., where there is a difference of approach as compared with 
Rabbinic. In the book of Leviticus we read, “ The wages of a hired 
servant shall not abide with thee aU night until the morning When 
we look at this commandment, we see nothing which calls for 
comment; we can only humbly concede its justice and deep 
understanding. Yet there is something about its structure and 
the last phrase especially, in its Hebrew form and the Syriac 
which calls for closer attention. 

Thus our MS. says: ^^because in so doing thou dost cast him 
into distress: firstly, because all day long he is worn ovX in thy 
service; and secondly, he is anxious abovi his wages and thou 
causest him to sleep in distress. Give him his wages therefore, before 
he goes to sleep so that thou also mayst be delivered from the spear 
of the adversary and from Satan who instigates injustice.^' Here 
morality and justice may both be well satisfied. The plea is 
sound; but I feel nevertheless that it inclines more to the cause 
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of the worker; and therefore, would not a positive form —say— 
“Pay the worker immediately at the close of day” be preferable? 
Why this negative form: Wages ... shaU not abide unth thee**; 
and the last phrase, **until the morning**. 

The teachers of the Talmud^, it seems to me, appreciated 
the negative form here and the whole structure of the sentence. 
They subscribed to the ground covered by our MS. — the interests 
of the worker; but in full justice they would not overlook the 
interests of the master. What if the master had not the wages 
to pay promptly through the hundred and one vicissitudes of the 
daily life; or through some inadvertency due to slackness, or 
moral weakness; is the employer to be regarded as sinning 
against this important command? No, say the Rabbis — the 
Torah has provided a safeguard. He has been given a period of 
grace until—but only until—the morning, in which to pay. I think 
that here, it may be said, that the Syrian teacher goes all out for 
the moral issues, whilst the Rabbi offers guidance for the train¬ 
ing of these same moral sentiments and their due application. 
In other words, he has a regard for the preceptive side also. The 
Rabbinic exposition has a fuller and more comprehensive ap¬ 
proach than the Syriac. 

I shall now proceed to the third type of exegesis in our Syriac 
MS.—that of the independent approach. I take my first instance 
from one of the last folios of the MS., fol. 116 — recalling the sin 
of Moses and Aaron at the waters of Meribah at Kadesh, nar¬ 
rated in chapter 20 of the book of Numbers. They were told to 
speak to the rock, but instead Moses smote it twice, and there 
both heard their punishment: “TAere/ore, ye shaU not bring this 
assembly into the land which I have given them.** It is a difficult 
and very important passage. 

Naturally, one wonders what could have been the substance 
of their speech to the rock. Was it the bare command to give 
water as some hold ? I have found nothing so apposite for the 
occasion as these words suggested in our MS. “/< was fitting 
for Moses to say Ehyeh asher ehyeh (/ am that I am) — He 

1 B.M. 110b. 
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who smote Egypt with all the plagues and brought you out from 
thence) who divided the (Red) sea; who brought down the Manna; 
who brought up the quails; who led you by a pillar of cloud by day 
and a pillar of fire by night; He will now cause water to flow down 
from the rockJ*^ These words beginning with “Ehyeh asher 
ehyeh” are finely conceived: they are brief, pointed, and 
impressive. 

Here is another instance of this independent and original 
type of exegesis. In the book of Numbers 23: 10, Balaam asks, 
“IfAo hath taken the stock of Jacob or the number of the fourth 
part of Israel ?*' I quote from the Peshitta. It will be noticed 
that the expression “the fourth part” is rather halting: why 
not a tenth part for example, or any other denomination ? The 
Hebrew also is difficult from the lame parallelism of the same 
word. 

But our MS. has found a way out. Instead of reading meniana 
d^rub^^e d’isra’el “The number of the fourth part of Israel”, 
it reads m®nina d®rub'e d*isra*el and it says “BoZoam uses 
Minina here to hint at the harm the children of Israel will do to 
the nations. For Minina is a nasty black insect which attacks the 
caper-bush and is found in wheat: it is very small and weak and 
one of the smallest; as one would say: *Such low fellows like these 
insects are to be found in one fourth part of Israel; who is able to 
count them?'"' A very uncomplimentary simile, you will say, 
but a very attractive pun in the Syriac^. Read not meniana, 
number, but rather m®nma, a weevil — very reminiscent is this, 
if I may say it, of the Rabbinic Kipn Vk. 

In conclusion, I have tried to show very briefly the points 
of contact between these two schools of exegetes, Syriac and 
Rabbinic; as well as some examples of independent exegesis 
from the former. These similarities occur so frequently in the 
Syriac and are so varied in character that one is moved to ask 
why these Haggadic interpretations have found room in the 
exegesis of the Syrian teachers. 

The Euphrates Valley whence our MS. emanates was in the 
early centuries of this era a scene of sustained and intensive 

‘ Fol. 91a. 
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spiritual activity centering on the sacred Scriptures. Seminaries 
for higher biblical research both Jewish and Christian flourished 
throughout this region and it may perhaps be said that the 
output in Rabbinic and Syriac scholarship, there in that era, 
has never been surpassed elsewhere. But in addition, in our 
Syriac MS. there is preserved for us the traditions of Theodore 
Mopsuestia and Aphraates and their scholars who sought to 
evolve a rational exegesis of the Scriptures free from prejudice 
and bitter personal acrimony, deferring to knowledge and under¬ 
standing alone, wheresoever and in whomsoever they be found. 
This was common ground between Rabbi and Syrian inter¬ 
preter and in addition to kinship of language and a common 
environment, there must have been free contaets and exchange 
of views to which our MS. bears rich testimony. Possessing a 
flair for novelty and variety of exposition, these Syrian inter¬ 
preters may have had an eye to the neophytes or to proselytiza- 
tion, especially as the brevity and verve of many of the notes 
in the MS. savour of the lecture-hall and not the academic 
study. 

In all these circumstances therefore, there is good reason why 
the Syrian teachers should be acquainted with Rabbinic views; 
and although the last word for the inclusion of Midrashic Hagga- 
dahs in Syriac exegesis still waits to be spoken and it will take 
much time and research before that can be done, nevertheless, 
a substantial contribution towards that aim meanwhile should 
result from labours on this Syriac commentary on the Penta¬ 
teuch which I have had the privilege of bringing to your notice 
to-day. 
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My remarks today are to be considered as made less with the 
intention of imparting information than of eliciting it from the 
discussion which I hope that they will provoke. I put them before 
you with diffidence, since I cannot claim to speak with authority 
upon either of the two literary spheres that concern me here. 
At the same time, the kind of correlation which I am attempting 
has not, I think, been essayed before, and it seems worth investi¬ 
gating whether it can lead us to any significant positive results. 
I welcome eagerly the decision of those responsible for arranging 
this Patristics Conference to establish a section specifically 
concerned with Jewish aspects, and hope that it may be consi¬ 
dered appropriate to devote a session to what will primarily be 
an investigation into method, designed to indicate that rabbinic, 
patristic, and scholastic studies can still prove mutually fertilising 
in the field of biblical exegesis. 

My paper will fall into two halves. In the first, I shall concern 
myself with the way in which a use of Jewish biblical exegesis 
can aid the study of patristic and later Christian exegesis, and 
more especially on this occasion, vice versa; and from this I 
shall pass to a comparison of the methodology of rabbinic and 
patristic scriptural hermeneutics respectively. The point of such 
comparison is to show how either system may exhibit features 
which are, at first sight, not to be discerned in the other, but 
which may reveal themselves to a correctly orientated investiga¬ 
tion; their initial concealment being due to the circumstance 
that they must be sought in different places, and expressed in 
different forms, appropriate to the nature of the psychology, 
theology, and literature of the system in which they are looked 
for, since they will not necessarily be categorised in the same 
way by Judaism and Christianity. 
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It is just over a hundred years since Graetz pointed out the 
importance of patristics, or rather of the writings of a few of the 
Church Fathers, for the study of the rabbinic exegesis of the 
Bible. Since then a few Jewish scholars have worked this mine, 
exploring in particular the few rich seams — especially the 
writings of St. Jerome and Ephraem Syrus. The main work 
here was done by Rahmer, Krauss, the late Professor Louis 
Ginzberg, whose death a year or two ago was a severe blow 
to several facets of Jewish scholarship, and by S. Lieber- 
man. Ginzberg has placed us all heavily in his debt by his 
seven-volume corpus, in English, entitled The Legends of the 
Jetvs^. In this work, the various recensions of the individual 
legends are conflated into a coherent whole, arranged readably, 
and in accordance with biblical chronology; the sources and 
variants are fully exhibited in the notes, which also cover paral¬ 
lels from patristic literature, and even further afield. Above all, 
the whole work is magnificently indexed, not merely with regard 
to the subject matter. Its numerous special indexes cover re¬ 
ference to the Apocrypha, Josephus, Philo, rabbinic and patristic 
literature, etc. I suspect that the great value of this work as an 
instrument for the comparative study of exegesis is not fully 
realised outside the field of Jewish studies, to the prosecution 
of which it was, of course, primarly intended as a contribution. 

On the other hand, students of Christian theology have come 
during the past century to rediscover the indispensability of 
rabbinics for their studies, but chiefly wdth regard to their core 
— the New Testament itself. In this sphere the works of Winter 
and Wiinsche, of Claude Montefiore, of Strack and Billerbeck, 
and of some of the contributors to Kittel’s Theologisches Wor ter- 
buch, have opened up and almost worked out the resources of 
rabbinic literature. It may be worth remarking here that for 
students who wish to go behind these standard reference works 
to their sources, but who have not the necessary linguistic equip- 

' Ginzberg, in his notes, subsumes the work of his predecessors 
and gives references, but does not list them in a bibliography. S. Lieber- 
man*s “Greek in Jewish Palestine” and “Hellenism in Jewish Pa¬ 
lestine” have since been published. 
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ment to do bo, complete English translations of the Babylonian 
Talmud, the Midrash Rabbah, and the Zohar have now become 
available^; but that, like all cyclopean projects of translation, 
they should be handled with circumspection by those who must 
needs consult them cyclopically. Outside the actual text and the 
immediate background of the New Testament, the more obvious 
parallels between patristic and rabbinic material have also been 
largely collected by the scholars whose names I have already 
mentioned, whose principle concern was with Jewish studies. 
To cite two examples, I may mention Eusebius* statement, deriv¬ 
ed from the *Aggada, that Abraham observed the precepts of 
the Torah although it had not yet been revealed*; and the inter¬ 
pretation of Ps. 1,1, “Blessed is the man .. . who hath not sat 
in the seat of the scornful”, as referring to the avoidance of 
gladiatorial displays in the Roman theatres and circuses, which 
is to be found both in the Tosephta and in Tertullian*. There 
are also not a few rabbinic passages occasioned by the need felt 
to controvert Christian dogma insofar as it claimed to be rooted 
in the faith of Israel. One may cite the exegesis of R. Hilkiah, 
a 4th century Palestinian, of the text in Ecclesiastes (4, 8), 
“There is One alone, and not a second; yea, he hath neither 
child nor brother”. If, argued Hilkiah, God could not tolerate 
the sacrifice of his only son which Abraham was prepared to 
carry out, is it conceivable that He should Himself have had a 
son and let him die, as is alleged?* The palpably apologetic 
character of such exegesis as this was recognised already by 
mediaeval Christian controversialists and by the censors of 
printed editions of the Talmud. Such material has already 
been noted by W. Bacher, in the course of his monumental 

^ All published by the Soncino Press, veu*iou8 translators. L. Gold¬ 
schmidt’s German translation of the Babylonian Talmud may also Be 
mentioned, as well M. Schwabe’s French one of the Palestinian (so- 
called Jerusalem) Talmud. 

* Demonstratio evangelica I 6, 7 (GCS 23, p. 24); Babylonian Tal¬ 
mud Yoma 28 b. See Krauss in the Jewish Qucurterly l^view (Old 
Series), vol. 6, (1894), p. 84. 

* ’Abhodhath Zarah 2, 6—6; De spectaculis 3 (CSEL 20, p. 6) 

* ’Aggadath Bereshith, ed. S. Buber, §31, end, p. 64, rej>orted by 
R. ’Abin. 
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studies on the ’Aggada of the tannaitic and amoraio periods, 
and it can mostly be followed up by referring to the indexes 
of his volumes. 

My own concern is not to repeat the work that has been so 
competently done by the heroic figures of the 19th century science 
of Judaism; but rather to look for traces of infiuences and react¬ 
ions that are less obvious, and which may refiect on the whole 
a mutual stimulation of Jewish and Christian biblical theology 
that was less negative, and perhaps even positive, precisely be¬ 
cause it was less conscious — or at any rate less consciously apo¬ 
logetic. I have in mind on the one hand the handful of scholars 
of the Western Church who were well imbued with a knowledge 
of the Hebrew Bible, and who in their study of it had invoked the 
assistance of literary or of contemporary oral Jewish sources. 
These scholars were, it is true, fully conscious of a clearly defined 
point beyond which to them, as Christians, Jewish biblical ex¬ 
egesis could be of no use; but it is not impossible that in the course 
of their study of Jewish sources they sometimes came, doubtless 
without fully realising it, to adopt some essentially Jewish cate¬ 
gories of thought and to reproduce them in their own writing. 
Lexicographical analysis and statistics can probably teach us 
much here; and the study of the vocabulary — or of certain 
key words in it — of St. Jerome is of fundamental importance 
in this respect, not merely for the origin and developement of a 
Christian vocabulary, but to some extent for the study of the 
semantics of modern and mediaeval languages in Europe. I quote 
as an example Jerome’s treatment of the Hebrew root DTO = to 
console, which, in the nipKal and hithpael forms, means to 
“repent and change one’s purpose”; in this sense it is used in the 
Hebrew Bible indiscriminately, of man and God. The Aramaic 
targumim, both Jewish and Samaritan, sense the impropriety 
of the latter; and whereas the Jewish targumim retain /om of 
man’s change of purpose in 3/5 cases, they never use it of God, in 
connection with whom they render /om by Kavi = return. 
Babbinic exegesis, as opposed to paraphrastic translation, evinces 
the same susceptibility^. In the Septuagint there seems to be 

^ Genesis Rabbah § 27. 4; Babylonian Talmud Sandedrin 108 a. 
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no consistent attempt to eliminate the impropriety, except in 
the Pentateuch and possibly Jeremiah, where the verb naqa- 
xaXda&ai is probably thought to palliate, though it clearly does 
not eliminate, the anthropomorphism involved in applying the 
verb fjLSxayoelv to God. Aquila’s evidence does not add much 
to this. Jerome’s own treatment of the problem is more rigorous 
than that of any of the Greek versions, although he does not 
press his scruples to the length to which the targum goes. A 
differentiation seems to emerge between positive and negative 
statements concerning God and involving Koru. Where the 
text states that God does not, or did not, change His mind, 
Jerome finds no objection to the use of poenitet — his usual word 
where man is concerned — although he does, it is true, some¬ 
times reject it. Where, however, the statement is positive about 
God, Jerome apparently feels compelled to retain poenitet if the 
reference is to the past; otherwise he is at pains to avoid it, and 
where feasible substitutes misereri etc, ignoscere, placabilis etc, 
pmestabilis, and exorabilis. Although Jerome is not exactly in 
step with the targumim on this issue, it seems difficult to exclude 
the probability that the Jewish treatment of the theological 
and linguistic problem had made some impression upon him; 
and it is not impossible that he had enough Aramaic to read the 
targum which were then current for himself^. 

It is perhaps necessary to point out that we are liable to 
mislead ourselves if we examine, with this particular kind of 
question in mind, the writings of Jewish converts to Christianity. 
The very fact that such writers had abandoned Judaism was 
liable either to discredit and thus distort for them the Jewish 
categories of thought in which they had been reared, or to blur 
the definition of such categories because the convert had con¬ 
vinced himself that they could be facilely combined, or identified, 
with the theological categories of Western Christianity. At the 
same time, the writings of a few of these converts did exert 
a considerable infiuence — notably those of Peter Alphonsi in 
the 12th century — and they are important in the present 

' See my article in Vetus Testamentum II, 3 (1952). 
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connection as first-hand sources of information about post-bibli¬ 
cal Jewish literature and institutions, which were laid under 
contribution by mediaeval Christian exegetes and controversia¬ 
lists. It is conceivable that a careful comparison of, say, Al- 
phonsi’s Dialogues of Moses and Peter with adaptations and quo¬ 
tations from them in later writers might show subtle, unavowed 
infiuences upon the latter similar to those to which I have alluded 
in the case of St. Jerome. But I should make it clear that I have 
not myself made any such comparisons in the case of Alphonsi 
or any other ex-Jewish writer. 

If, on the other hand, we look for traces of the converse 
stimulus that afforded to Jewish thought by Christian biblical 
theology, we shall, I think, find that it derives from a contro¬ 
versialist motive, but one with a difference; namely, a recog¬ 
nition on the Jewish side that the christological assertions of 
ecclesiastical exegesis must be met positively. In other words, 
christological exegesis acted as a challenge to the Synagogue to 
prove by its own that it was in no sense spiritually poorer than 
the Church for its rejection of the Incarnation, its persistence 
in regarding the messianic era as still in the future, or its in¬ 
sistence that the texts upon which the Church placed a christo¬ 
logical construction were to be understood as referring to the 
historical experience of the Jewish people. This would not be 
the first time that the spiritual qualities of an alien system had 
a formative effect upon Judaism; it has been pointed out^ that 
the institutions of pharisaic and rabbinic Judaism may well owe 
something to the impression which Persian pietism and ethics 
made on the Jewries of Babylonia and Palestine. In the same 
way, in the later middle ages the spiritual sufficiency which 
the Jew found in Judaism posed a problem to the thinking 
Christian; with the result that religious disputations between 
Jewish and Christian scholars were again initiated, and a contro¬ 
versial literature, not all of it marked by acrimony, precipita¬ 
ted. 

1 See S. W. Baron, A Social and Religions History of the Jews, 
2nd ed. 1952, Vol. I, pp. 159, 228. But the evidence for the direction 
of influence is equivocal: see ibid., p. 366, note 32. 
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Except within the setting of such formal disputations, the 
challenge could not be met by Judaism otherwise than obliquely. 
Direct anti-christian propaganda, whether in the form of ex¬ 
egesis or not, was scarcely feasible after Justinian’s edict of 556, 
and in any case the Rabbis were primarily concerned with the 
instruction of their own flock. They considered it to be their 
task to embody in their homiletics and formal exegesis — 
particularly the vernacular Aramaic targumim, which expounded 
the Hebrew original, and where recited alternately with it, verse 
by verse, in public worship — the necessary teaching to enable 
the Jew to answer Christian evangelism, which he might hear 
preached in the market place or meet with in the course of his 
business or social relationships. Thus, for example, the targum 
to Isaiah 6, 3 expands the 14 words of the verse containing 
the Trisagion into 25, in order to make it unequivocally clear 
that the threefold tthTp refers to one indivisible God, “Holy in 
the uttermost heights, the place of His Shekhinah, Holy upon 
earth the work of His might. Holy for ever and ever, Yahweh 
of Hosts, with the brightness of Whose glory the whole earth 
is full”. So important was the general familiarity with the ortho¬ 
dox Jewish exegesis of this verse felt to be, that its targumic 
paraphrase was incorporated into the daily liturgy alongside 
the original, apart from its annual occurrence in a pericope from 
the Prophets. Similarly, though less positively, the targum is 
circumspect in its rendering of the Song of the Vineyard in 
Isaiah 5,1—7. The parable is entirely eliminated, the vineyard 
being mentioned in the first verse only, which makes the object 
of the simile immediately explicit: *T will now sing unto Israel, 
which is likened to a vineyard, the seed of Abraham my friend, 
a song of my friend touching his vineyard”. Verse 7, the climax 
in the original, “for the vineyard of the Lord of Hosts is the 
house of Israel”, has to become, almost tautologously, “for the 
people of the Lord of Hosts is the house of Israel”. The sensi¬ 
tivity of this targumist in regard to the vine metaphor must, 

I think, be accounted for by its having become so intimately 
woven into the fabric of Christianity: “I am the true vine, and 
my Father is the husbandman. Every branch in me that beareth 
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not fruit, he taketh it away: and every branch that beareth 
fruit, he cleanseth it” (John 15, If.). Thus for Cassiodorus the 
“vine brought out of Egypt” in Psalm 80, 9 is an allegory for 
the Church^; while for St Bernard the “vineyards of En-gedi” 
in the Song of Solomon 1,14 mean its members 2 . This con¬ 
clusion needs to be checked against the evidence, and if possible 
the chronology, of Jewish iconography, in which the vine motif 
is quite frequent; it was found, for instance, in the 3rd century 
synagogue at Dura-Europos^. 

To turn to examples of essentially positive contributions from 
the Christian side to the Jewish, I quote first a remark of 
R.’Abbahu* to the effect that Grod created and destroyed nu¬ 
merous worlds before ultimately producing the present one, 
which alone satisfied Him. ’Abbahu’s dates are c. 279—320; he 
lived in Caesarea, and he is known to have had controversial 
discussions with Christians. His teacher, R. Yobanan, was the 
disciple and friend of R. Hosha'ya Rabba; and it has been 
suggested with some plausibility® that the latter belonged to 
Origen’s circle of Jewish friends. ’Abbahu’s remark, when allow¬ 
ance is made for its graphic Semitic idiom, strikes one as not 
unlike Origen’s modification of the Stoic theory of endless world- 
cycles—-namely, to the effect that they are finite and mutually 
different®. Origen died 25 years before the approximate date of 
’Abbahu’s birth, but the link between them might well have 
been ’Abbahu’s teacher R. Yobanan, himself the disciple of a 
possible acquaintance of Origen’. 


1 Expos, in Ps. LXXIX (PL 70, 582). 

• Senn. in Cant. XLIV (PL 183, 996 C). 

• See “Excavations at Dura-Europos”, Sixth Season (1932—1933), 
M. I. Rostovtzeff et al. (1936), pp. 338, 367. Also E. R. Goodenough, 
Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period, vol. 2, p. 68; vol. 3, index, 
p. 7; vol. 4, pp. 4, 12, 21, 37, €ind figure 622. 

• Genesis Rabbah § 3, 7. 

• By Graetz, Monatsschrift fiir die Geschichte imd Wissenschaft 
des Judenthums, Vol. 30 (1881), pp. 433f., 442. 

• De principiis II 3, 1 (GCS 22, p. 114). 

’ See my article “Jerome’s Renderings of ‘Olarn”, Hebrew Union 
CoUege Annual 22 (1949) 300. 
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Similarly, it is instructive to set the ecclesiastical and the 
rabbinic exegesis of Psalm 1 side by side. **Blessed is the man 
that walketh not in the counsel of the ungodly”. The central 
figure of the Psalm is identified by some of the Fathers — among 
them Origen, Eusebius, and St. Augustine, as well as dependent 
authors — with Jesus: an opinion held originally also by St Je¬ 
rome, though Jerome later identified the happy man of the 
Psalm with the just in general — a fairly obvious explanation, 
which it is not surprising to find paralleled in the Jewish treat¬ 
ment. Jerome mentions, incidentally, that the Jews explained 
the Psalm with reference to Josiah — an interpretation that 
has left no trace in surviving rabbinic literature as far as I am 
aware. Moreover, Jerome contrasts the Old Testament, which 
he says can produce but this single beatitude, with the eight of 
the Gospels^. Can some such counterclaim of superiority underlie 
the remarks of R. Joshua b. Korfiah (2nd century) and R. Judah 
the Prince (early 3rd), to the effect that the first word, 

= happy, occurs 20 times in the book of Psalms (or 22; the 
enumerations differ), corresponding to the 20 occurrences of the 
word ’nn = woe, in Isaiah, or to the 22 letters of the Hebrew 
alphabet?^ WTiether there is any significance in this or not, it 
can, I think, be scarcely fortuitous that as against the patristic 
reference of the Psalm to Jesus, we find that the Midrash to 
the Psalm elaborates 5 complete exegeses, interpreting each detail 
in it as appropriate to a Jewish biblical hero: (1) Adam, him¬ 
self a patristic figure of Christ, and perhaps an obvious choice 
for a Jewish reply to claims made by Christian exegesis on 
behalf of the second Adam. (2) Noah, also a type of Christ 
in the Fathers. (3) Abraham, a figure of Christ, who meditated 
in the Torah day and night — taught, as R. Samuel b. Nabmani 
pointed out in the late 3rd century®, by neither father nor 
teacher, but by a channel of revelation miraculously contrived 
within him by God. (4) The Tribe of Levi, who walked not 

^ Commentarioli in PsalmoB (Anecdota Maredsolana, IH, 1, p. 5), 
and Traotatus de Psalmis (ibid. 2, p. 2). 

* Midrash Psalms, od. Buber, f. 5a. 

* Ibid., p. 7a. 
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in the counsel of the ungodly when the generation of the wilder¬ 
ness apostatised to worship the golden calf (might this perhaps 
be an oblique counterpart to the temptation in the wilderness?). 
And finally (5) the Sons of Korah, who sat not in the seat 
of their scornful and cynical father, when he conducted a propa¬ 
ganda campaign against Moses and Aaron by disseminating a 
story of a widowed woman and her two daughters, robbed of 
her all by the quite excessively rigorous claims made on her, 
in the priestly interest, by rabbinic law. It is scarcely possible 
to fail to recognise in this section a parody of Pauline anti- 
nomianism. 

It is true that not all of these and similar instances can sustain 
a claim on behalf of the Synagogue to present a positive counter¬ 
exegesis to that of the Church. But the essentially positive 
tendency seems to me to be in general borne out. The depth 
of Christian spiritual experience, as refiected in the biblical 
exegesis which the Church disseminated with exclusive claims 
as to its validity, seems often to have spurred the Jewish ex- 
egete into looking afresh for equivalent spiritual wealth, and 
finding it anew within the terms of reference of his own older 
dispensation — Revelation through Torah, and the choice of 
Israel. If, in the refiowering of rabbinic exegesis which began 
towards the close of the first millenium, we often find a less 
positive, and indeed sometimes overtly anti-Christian apologetic, 
we must, I think, account for it to some extent in the atmosphere 
of the times; the sufferings of the Jewish communities, especi¬ 
ally those of Northern France and the Rhineland where many 
of the outstanding Jewish doctors lived, at the hands of the 
crusaders: and also the renewed religious disputations, in most 
eases forced upon the Jews, the very procedure of which was 
generally arranged so as to throw the Jews on the defensive. 
In spite of the growing awareness of the relevance of Jewish 
biblical exegesis which began to manifest itself in some Christian 
schools from the 12th century, Christian exegetes could rarely, 
if ever, exclude from their minds a conviction that an exegesis 
that was not christological could not be spiritual; and this pre¬ 
judice led them to the fallacy of lumping together all Jewish 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



502 


B. Lokwb 


interpretation of the Bible as “literal” — generally in a pejo¬ 
rative sense — whatever aspect of the sense the Jewish exegete 
might in any given case be concerned to expound. Whereas 
on the one hand Tertullian says that omnes pene Psalmi Christi 
personam snstinent^, on the other the exposition of the plain 
meaning of the text is exegesis more judaico; and Justin charges 
the Jews on the grounds that ipslg ndvxa aagxixcog vevorjxaxe^. 

This brings me to the second part of my paper. A comparison 
of the exegetical methodology of Church and Synagogue may 
enable us to see how ecclesiastical conclusions as to spiritual 
shallowness in the rabbinic treatment of the text receive some 
colour if traditional Jewish and Christian exegesis be super¬ 
ficially juxtaposed, although a positive understanding of the 
terms of reference within which Jewish exegesis operates, and 
of what we may term its mechanics — not least, Hebrew psycho¬ 
logy as reflected in language and legend — might have brought 
patristic and scholastic criticism to a more appreciative attitude 
towards what the Jews were trying to say. Let us, then, sum¬ 
marise the axioms of biblical theology from which the exegesis 
of Church and Synagogue proceeded, and the respective prin¬ 
ciples of exegesis which form their corrollaries. 

For the Christian, the Hebrew Bible is but the Old Testa¬ 
ment; indispensable indeed, save for the Marcionite, but as 
foreshadowing the New and finding therein its factual and emo¬ 
tional completion. The career of Jesus of Nazareth is believed 
to have ushered in the messianic era; and rejection of his messianic 
status can be due only to ignorance or, in the case of Jewry 
which has had the opportunity to see, to purblindness. The 
endeavour of the Church Militant will ultimately bring about 
the messianic fulfilment of the second coming. The Church, 
faced with the task of expounding the relevance of the scrip¬ 
tural message for all facets of this conviction as to its own nature, 
task, and destiny, evolved a fourfold division of biblical ex¬ 
egesis which was, perhaps first formulated as such by Walafrid 

1 Adv. Praxeam 11 (CSEL 20, p. 244.) 

* Dial. 14, 2 (Archambault 1, p. 64). 
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Strabo^. This arrangement sets on one side the literal sense, 
and on the other the three typical senses felt, broadly speaking, 
to be ranged against it. The literal sense includes all that was \ 
actually and immediately intended by the writer, without regard j 

to inferences which the reader might draw from legitimate ob- ! 

servations, allowance naturally being made for the exigencies 
of language — metaphor, simile and parable, etc. Under the 
same heading is to be included the accomodation of a text — 
either extensive, by applying the words in their original sense 
to a subject other than that mentioned in them, or allusive, by 
applying the same verbal expressions in a new direction, pro¬ 
vided that the latter be not absurd, i. e. satirical. 

As against this, the typical sense — also called mystical or i 
spiritual — although it is likewise claimed to be conveyed by 
the text actually, is not conveyed by it immediately: even as . 
the words of the text are symbols conveying the literal sense, 
so is the literal sense itself a symbol conveying the spiritual. ^ 
The feature of a text which designates it a type, or symbol for j 
some spiritual truth (its antitype), may be circumstantial rather 
than inherent; thus, the absence of a genealogy for Melchizedek 
in Genesis 14 makes of him, in the Epistle to the Hebrews 7, 3, 
a type of Jesus — “without father, without mother, without 
genealogy”. According, therefore, as to whether the antitype to ^ 
which a text testifies is a truth to be believed, a boon to be • 
hoped for, or a virtue to be practised, the typical sense subdi- | 
vides into the allegorical, the anagogical, and the tropological 
or moral. As regards Old Testament texts at least, the a lie- \ 
gorical sense means, effectively, prophetic interpretation, i 
inasmuch as for Christianity the main object of faith in the Old 
Testament centres round messianism as believed to be realised 


^ Prothemata glossae ordinariae (PL 113, 63 B). But cf Augustine, 
De utilitate credendi 3 (5) (CSEL 25, p. 7), referring to a fourfold 
exegetical scheme (historical, aetiological, ctnalogical, allegorical). Bede 
(In Leviticum 6, PL 91, 343 A) still knows of three senses only. 
Origen, who postulated a threefold sense (De principiis IV 2, 4, GCS 
22, p. 312f.; cf Jerome, Epist. 120, 12, CSEL 65, 513f.), never ela¬ 
borated it systematically. See Henri de Lubac, Histoire et Esprit: 
rintelligence d’Ecriture d’apr^s Origins, 1960, p. 141, 
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in Christ and his Church. Thus, allegorically, Jerusalem can 
stand for the Church Militant. The anagogical sense comprises 
the faith and hope of the Christian Community; Jerusalem, 
therefore, typifies anagogically the Church Triumphant. The 
tropological sense covers all moral implications of the text 
as a code for conduct, so that Jerusalem may be understood 
tropologically to indicate the just soul. The whole content of 
scriptural exegesis may therefore be subsumed in Lyre’s twoline 
summary, 

Littera gesta docet; quid credos^ allegoria; 

Moralis y quid a/gas: quo tendaSy anagogiay 

the succinctness of which may perhaps excuse its liberties with 
Latin quantity. 

It is essential to bear in mind the deep-seated contrast be¬ 
tween the literal and the three spiritual senses that became tra¬ 
ditional in the Church, particularly as the heritage of Gregory. 
As will appear shortly, it was only in part offset by Hugh of 
St Victor’s new enunciation, that linked the literal, i. e. historical 
sense to the allegorical, with knowledge as the object of both, 
as against the tropological sense which has as its object virtue. 
This rearrangement caused the stock of the literal sense to 
appreciate significantly in the 12th century, and had as its 
natural consequence the reassessment of the importance of 
Jewish biblical exegesis, and its cultivation by the Victorine scho¬ 
lars. It did not, however, predispose them to expect any assis¬ 
tance from the Jewish commentators except on the literal plane, 
or save them from misconstruing such assistance when it was 
in fact forthcoming, though expressed in forms and categories 
of thought which they could not assimilate without a much 
deeper study than they would have been prepared to concede. 
The furthest that they seem to go is when they reproduce, as, 
for instance does Herbert of Bosham^, Jewish material allegedly 
literal, but in fact richly aggadic, in quantities seemingly out 

^ On Herbert’s rabbinic scholarship see B. Smalley, Recherches de 
Th<^ologie Ancienne et M6di6vale 18 (1951) 29f., and The Study of 
the Bible in the Middle Ages, 2nd ed. 1952, p. 186f. R. Loewe, Biblica 
34 (1953) p. 44f. 
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of all proportion to their own fundamental construction of the 
text. Yet behind this supererogatory piling up of excerpts from 
Rashi and the Midrash there lurks, perhaps, a feeling which 
the Christian exegete would not have acknowledged, that “there 
must be something in it, after all”. 

Alongside this, let us set an analysis of the exegetical principles 
of the Rabbis, which rest upon the axiom that the channel of 
divine Revelation is Torah — Torah as explicitly set forth in 
the inspired text of the Bible, but also, in regard to anything 
not explicitly found therein, deducible by the application of 
human reason to that text, provided only that human reason 
acknowledges its dependence upon divine grace. Devotion to 
the study of the Written and Oral Torah becomes, consequently, 
for the Jew, his supreme duty: in that by learning through Torah 
more of the divine plan for the xocfiog he equips himself the 
better to cooperate with that plan, and by thus entering into 
partnership with God can promote its progress towards the 
climax of history — the messianic era and the world to come. 

This conception of Revelation is reflected, as it seems to me, 
in the fundamental character of all rabbinic exegesis. Torah 
being viewed essentially as a process, its divine, initiating end 
and its human, receiving end have their counterparts in two 
cardinal principles of exegesis enunciated in the 2nd century of 
the common era. One, stressed by R. 'AMba, points to the in¬ 
spired quality of the text, asserting that no jot or tittle in it 
can be without significance for deductional exegesis: the other, 
Ishmael b. Elisha’s insistence that the Torah speaks in human 
language. The health of rabbinic exegesis, and indeed of Judaism 
in general, is dependent on the maintenance of a tensional 
equipoise between these two principles. Further, the object of 
the study of Torah being knowledge of and cooperation with 
God, the implications of the text with regard to conduc t — that 
which in Christian terms one would call the tropological sense 
— tend to receive pride of place. Faith in God, Torah, and 
messianism being presupposed, and Judaism having no super- 
ceded covenant to reinterpret fundamentally in the light of a 
new dispensation, the function of allegory is quite different in 
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Judaism from its function in Christianity; broadly speaking, it 
is geared to tropology, to the interpretation of the cultic and 
institutional features of the Written Torah, to act as an over¬ 
drive, so to speak; as, for instance, in the use to which it is put 
by Philo. And whereas messianic aspiration — as distinct from 
faith — is never absent from rabbinic thinking, the Rabbis 
deprecated overmuch dwelling on it because of the mental and 
emotional instability, both individual and communal, to which 
it was liable to give rise. Thus it is that the anagogical sense 
rarely receives separate formal treatment save from late, eschato¬ 
logical commentators, while on the other hand scarcely a single 
rabbinical exposition of any text could conclude without the 
deft introduction into the exegesis of a note of messianic hope 
as a contrast to the sufferings of Israel in the course of his present 
messianic endeavour, the counterpart in Judaism to the Christian 
conception of the Church Militant. 

It is not to be thought that preoccupation with the practical 
implications for moral conduct produced exegesis concerned ex¬ 
clusively with the institutional and ritual requirements of the 
Jewish law both private and public, i. e. Halakhah, to the neglect 
of study of the theological sanction behind them — the nature 
of God, and His relationship to creation, man, and Israel, i. e. 
^Aggada. It so happens that our oldest surviving midrashimy from 
the tannaitic period, are halakhic — a fact probably explained 
by historical circumstances arising out of the destruction of the 
Temple and the suppression of the state. We have a considerable 
body of aggadic exegesis, in the form of obiter dicta, from 
the same period. It is significant that the source of the following 
citation is itself a halakhic midrash “Students of the ’Aggada 
are accustomed to say, Tf thou wouldst come to recognise the 
character of Him that spoke and the world came into existence, 
learn ’Aggada; for thereby wilt thou come to recognise His 
character and cleave to His ways’ ’’. To point the interdepen¬ 
dence of Halakhah and ’Aggada, and the misconstruction of 
Judaism that results from over-concentration on or isolation 


^ Sifre, 'Ekebh § 49 (on Deut. 11, 22; Finkelstein p. 116). 
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of either of them, a better example could scarcely be found than 
this passage and its context. 

So far I have been concerned with the character of rabbinic 
exegesis and have spoken only of its broadest divisions; although 
for convenience I have correlated its aspects with the four 
senses recognised in the exegesis of the Church. Before I turn 
to the more formal categorisation, for what it is worth — and 
some understanding of the pattern of Jewish exegesis is essential, 
if we wish to see how it came that the Fathers misconstrued 
it — it is perhaps desirable to enter a caution with regard to 
the necessity to be constantly reminding ourselves of the dif¬ 
ference between the categories and modes of thought of the lan¬ 
guages of the West and those of Hebrew. Hebrew, avoiding , 
abstract terms and tolerating them only to the extent that they i 
palpably reflect verbal concepts, will generally attempt to ex¬ 
press spiritual truth in terms of concrete example — a legend 
woven round some biblical hero, or a deflnite aspect of the per¬ 
sonality of Grod: reminding itself from time to time, in the latter 
connection, that anthropomorphic language can be used but 
homonymously with reference to the Deity. This feature of 
Hebrew linguistic psychology, combined with the apparently 
exaggerated significance attached by the Rabbis to textual 
minutiae, was liable to mislead ecclesiastical writers, brought 
up on the abstract vocabulary of Latin and Greek, into dismissing | 
Jewish exegesis as absurdly literal or even childish. If we are ' 
attempting to look for a parallel to patristic exegesis in the 
Rabbis or vice verea^ we are unlikely to find it if we glance super¬ 
ficially from the commentaries of one to those of the other and 
expect to find identical or even formally similar material. If, 
however, we are prepared to break down the categories in which 
the one side presents the thought which we would seek in the 
other, and having grasped its essential meaning, to recreate it 
in categories appropriate to the language and faith which we 
wish to examine, we may perhaps not be disappointed. 

Judaism, like Christianity, knows of a fourfold division of \ 
exegesis; but it was not formulated until the 13th century, | 
independently, it seems, by Bahya ibn Asher and by the author 
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of the Zohar. This fourfold interpretation is associated with the 
word pardes, i. e. garden, paradise, although Bahya ibn Asher 
does not use the term, and the Zohar, which does^ does not 
regard it as a mnemonic. Nevertheless, its four letters are in 
fact the initials of the words that describe the four senses: namely 
peshat — straightforward sense — derash — applied sense — 
remez — allusive sense — and sodh — mystical sense. It may 
be noted that the combination of the initials of these terms to 
form the word pardes inverts the order of the middle two, derash, 
the applied sense, and remez, the allusive. Attempts to carry 
back this fourfold classification to the use of the term pardes 
as meaning mystical and cosmological speculation, in which sense 
it occours in tannaitic literature, cannot be sustained. Indeed, 
the distinction between remez, the allusive, and sodh, the mystic 
I sense is not precise, and the differentiation between the two may 
have been introduced in order to achieve four titles to set beside 
the four Christian terms. At least, Babya ibn Asher subsumes 
them both under his fourth sense, nbapn TIT, while his third, 
philosophical exegesis, does not occur in the Zohar at alL In 
any case, for present purposes we may conveniently ignore the 
fourfold division, since it is not found in exegetical works studied 
by patristic and mediaeval Christian writers. The isolation of a 
mystical sense scarcely begins before the 12th century, and its 
full fiowering, in the 2k)har, began to be the object of Christian 
study only with the I5th. Echoes of the philosophical Midrash, 
in the form of quotations from Maimonides’ Guide to the Per¬ 
plexed are found introduced into an exegetical context perhaps 
for the first time in the commentary to the psalter by the English 
Dominican Nicholas Triveth, who died in 1328. We may, there- 
‘ fore, restrict ourselves here to the distinction between the peshaf, 
or plain sense, and derash, the applied. 

The distinction between the two was first made in Babylonia 
in the 4th century, where the term peshat was first used, but 
it may have been understood earlier. Approximately speaking, 

^ Cf. H, 99a—b (implicitly); explicitly, III, 110a, but this passage 
is from the Ra'ya Mehemena, and not the Zohar itself (see G. Scholem, 
Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism, 3rd ed., p. 400, n. 16). 
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the definition given above for the Christian literal sense would 
hold good for the Hebrew (or rather Aramaic) term peahaf* 
From Babylonia, too, came the fundamental principle the ob¬ 
servance of which ought to keep all rabbinic exegesis on an even 
keel, that whatever applied use be made of the text for homiletic 
or exegetical purposes, the text itself can never lose its plain 
meaning (iDWD K2rp fK) This essential rationalism, 1 

however, was to some extent offset by the circumstance to which 
reference has already been made, that for the Rabbis the halakhic 
interpretation, that is the implications of the text with regard 
to cultic and legal institutions, was of paramount importance; 
and the need to relate the complex of Jewish ceremonial and 
social custom intimately to the biblical text, the historical causes 
for which cannot be enlarged upon here, was still felt by them 
to be a vital one, though possibly with less justification than 
had been the case in the early decades of the pharisaic movement. 
There was, consequently, a tendency to regard the word peahaf, 
the plain sense, as if it meant the most signif ican t sense; which 
meant, wherever practical matters, or theoretically practical 
matters like the sacrificial system were mentioned in the text, 
its halakhic significance. Thus, if it would be unfair to say that 
in rabbinic exegesis rationalism is the handmaid of canon law, 
it is not unfair to say that even for the most rationalist of ex- 
egetes there was often an arbitrary point beyond which they 
would not allow free rein to their rationalism. For example 
Abraham ibn Ezra, himself a standard-bearer of rationalism, 
boggles at the law of the life-long slave in Exodus 21, 6, of whom 
the text says that after his ear has been pierced by his master, 
nasn, “he shall serve him for ever”, i. e. for the term of 
his natural life. Jewish law, embodied in the rendering of the 
targum pseudo-Jonathan to this verse, interprets “for 

ever”, as meaning up till the jubilee year only. The frequent 
occurrence of dVw leaves no doubt that the meaning intended 
in the context is “for the term of his life”: but the standard 
commentators, including Ibn Ezra, by adducing references some 


^ Babylonian Talmud Yebamoth 24 a. 
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of which the Halakhah interprets analogously to the present 
one, declare that here actually means till the jubilee year^. 

At the same time, the cultivation of the peahaf has, as an 
exegetical trend, a history as important in Judaism as that of 
the Antiochene School in Christianity, and it is necessary to 
understand its developments and chronology in order to be 
able to correlate it with mediaeval Christian interest in rabbinic 
exegesis. The older Midrashim, which are anthologies of the ex¬ 
egetical remarks or sermons of individual rabbis or schools, were 
not concerned to isolate the peshaf from derash^ or applied 
meaning of the text; their compilers were interested only in 
separating halakhic exegesis, that is the mainly practical de- 
duct'on, from the Midrash ’Aggada, as covering moral impli¬ 
cations, allegory, history, legend, myth, and theology; with the 
result that in the aggadic Midrashim sober simile and rational 
explanation jostle with fantastic imagination, rhetorical exag¬ 
geration, and thaumaturgy. 

The cult of rationalistic exegesis starts with Sa^’adiah in 
Babylonia, at the beginning of the 10th century; after his death 
the movement passed to Kairouan and thence to Spain, reaching 
Provence in the 12th. It was stimulated originally by the need 
to find a constructive answer to the karaitic secession which, 
in its endeavour to get back to the Bible, jettisoned the authority 
of rabbinic tradition as embodied in the Talmud and broke away 
to form an independent puritan community. The growth of a 
Jewish philosophy of religion, and the impact of Aristotelian 
science through Arabic sources, contributed powerfully to the 
trend towards rationalism in exegesis, particularly since it was 
being prosecuted within the Arabic-speaking section of Jewry 
— precisely as the new Aristotle contributed to, or possibly 
stimulated the Christian reaction against allegorical exegesis 
which began in France in the 12th century, and which brought 
Christian scholars to the consideration of the exegetical aid 
which the Jews could furnish. But it was not the Jewish ex¬ 
egesis to which reference has just been made that they found on 

^ See my article (cited above p. 499 note 7) p. 278. 
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their doorstep when they invoked the aid of local Jews. Although 
the Jews of Northern France did have some knowledge of 
Sa'adiah, the exegetical, grammatical, and lexicographical lite¬ 
rature produced by Jews who wrote in Arabic remained almost 
a closed book to them, until knowledge of this literature was 
spread by the commentaries of Abraham ibn Ezra, which were 
written in Hebrew; Ibn Ezra, who travelled from his native 
Spain through Europe, died in 1167. Ibn Ezra’s exegesis, and 
that of David Kimbi in the next generation but one, did not 
noticeably impinge upon the Christian world until they were 
utilised by a Jewish apostate, Paul, Archbishop of Burgos, in 
his additions to the PostiUae of Lyre, at the end of the 14th 
century. 

Nevertheless, the scholars of 12th century Paris did not turn 
in vain to their Jewish compatriots. Independently of the Jewish 
philosophic-rationalist school there had developed another ratio¬ 
nalistic exegesis amongst Jews who wrote in Hebrew, but who 
used French as a vernacular. This variety of rationalism was 
based on the sifting of the older midrashic exegesis in the light 
of common sense, together with a lively interest in the world 
and an ability to recreate the biblical scene in the light of con¬ 
temporary experience and problems. These interests and mental 
qualities the Jewish exegetes and their public shared with their 
Christian readers and consultants; so that the influence above 
all of Rashi, and in a lesser degree other French-Jewish commen¬ 
tators of the 12th century — Rashi’s grandson Samuel b. Me’ir, 
and Joseph Bekhor Shor — on at any rate a small group of French 
and English ecclesiatical commentators, was considerable. These 
Christian scholars seem all to have been connected, formally or 
otherwise, with the Victorine Order, and they constitute a little 
school started by the stimulus and efforts of Hugh of St Victor. 
Although the movement did not outlast the 12th century it 
had its sporadic successors in the 13th among the Franciscans 
and Dominicans, and a somewhat shadowy group of hebraists 
was at work in England under the patronage of Robert Grosse¬ 
teste. This, in its turn, petered out; but because of the use made 
of the biblical commentaries of Andrew, Abbot of the Victorine 
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house at Wigmore, by popular writers — Stephen Langton and 
Peter Comestor — much of the rabbinic material which he had 
incorporated in his commentaries was transmitted, in some in¬ 
stances being linked with the emergence of the first vernacular 
translations of the Bible. The whole process was repeated ab ovo, 
but with more enduring results, in the 16th century, when the 
Jewish commentators’ views were consulted and often adopted 
by the new Latin translators, e. g. Xanctes Pagninus; and in 
part thence, in part directly, exercised not inconsiderable in¬ 
fluence upon some of the standard vernacular translations — 
not least among them, King James’. 

Let me conclude with a brief examination of a piece of Jewish 
exegesis which, on a superficial view, might be judged ludicrous 
and dismissed out of hand, although a close parallel will reveal 
itself on the Christian side if we take the trouble to break down 
the Jewish categories, and then look for a parallel thought ex¬ 
pressed in its appropriate Christian form. In Ezekiel’s inaugural 
vision of the Divine Chariot, the likeness of four faces is men¬ 
tioned (1,10) — those of a man, a lion, an ox, and an eagle. 
In chapter 10 (v. 1 and 14) that of the ox is replaced by the 
face of a cherub — a fact noted by St Jerome ^ who concluded 
from the textual change that cherubim have the face of an ox. 
The discrepancy was also noted by Resh La^h, a Palestinian 
Rabbi who died c. 275; he drew from it not a rational but a 
mystical conclusion, which springs from the circumstance that, 
Israel being ever conscious of its idolatrous lapse in connection 
with the golden calf, Jewish symbolism is prone to find allusions 
to it in any reference to bulls or oxen. Resh LaUsh explained 
the substitution of the cherub for the ox by saying that Eze¬ 
kiel sought mercy concerning the ox and had it changed, putting 
it to God that one who had once been prosecutor could not turn 
advocate^. As Rashi explains in his commentary to this passage 
of the Talmud, the theological significance of the Divine Chariot is 
as being an atonement (D*»»nn WpaiT □’’Dns UK), and 


‘ Comm, in Ezech. Ill, 10 (PL 25, 94C.) 
* Babylonian Talmud Hagigah 13 b. 
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in this a reminder of former guilt is out of place. In his biblical 
commentary in loco (Ez. 10,1 and 14) Rashi recites the talmudic 
exegesis, but does not add his own elaboration there given as 
just quoted. In a MS of Rashi in the Bodleian Library^, a 
Christian annotator of the 13th or 14th century has summarised 
the matter in the margin in Latin, concluding caustically dicit 
ebreua et credai apella. 

Although Rashi’s elder contemporary, St Peter Damian, saw 
in the golden calf a type of the body of the devil*, Christianity 
has been free of the Jewish guilt-complex in connection with the 
archetypal act of Israel’s national apostasy. The word vitulus, 
which renders = calf in Exodus (32, 4), is allegorised in at 
least seven ways in patristic literature*; and although in Ezekiel 
(1,10) the Vulgate renders the Hebrew correctly with bos, 
in the classical patristic commentary on Ezekiel, the Homilies 
of Gregory, the rendering is vitulus, following the Vetus Laiina 
and Septuagint (jidaxov). Gregory did not comment on chapter 10, 
where the cherub replaces the ox, but he does comment on the 
significance of the four faces described in chapter 1. In addition, 
he writes^, to typifying the four evangelists, the animals repre¬ 
sent each a different element in the nature of the Saviour him¬ 
self, “who deigned to die like a calf as the sacrifice of our sal¬ 
vation” (Ipse in sacrificio nostrae redemptionis dignalus est mori 
ut vitulus). And similarly, his elect: justus quisque ... per sacri- 
ficium mortificaiionis suae vitulus. For Gregory, atonement is 
through the sacrificial death of the Incarnation, typified by the 
face of the ox on the Chariot which suggests to him the bull, 
also rendered vitulus in the Vulgate, sacrificed as a communal 
sin-offering (Lev. 4, 3). For Resh Lal^h, atonement is through 
the Presence of God’s Shekhinah typified by the Chariot, its 
mystically visible vehicle, from which God removes anything to 
recall Israel’s faithlessness, now pardoned. I postulate, naturally, 
no connection between Gregory and Resh La^h: but the 

^ Corpus Christi College, Oxford, 6, f. 39^. 

* In libr. Exodi 24 (PL 146, 1027). 

* See Rbabaniis Maurus, Alleg. in Sacr. Script. (PL 112, 1082). 

* Horn, in Ezecb. 4 (PL 76, 815 B). 
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parallelism in mystical theology, once it has been exposed, is 
impressive. 

On the one side, dicit ebrevs et credai apeUa; and on the other, 
R. Hilkiah’s unconcealed contempt for the intelligence of those 
who can conceive of God the Father permitting with equa¬ 
nimity the death of His only-begotten son. With unhappily few 
exceptions, the atmosphere in which the interchange of Jewish 
and Christian views as to the ultimate significance of Holy Writ 
has had to be conducted, has made of the discussion but a wrangle, 
bedevilled by apologetic and polemic. Can a historical perspec¬ 
tive, a comparative methodology, and above all a distrust of 
too rigid and facile categorisation, lend scientific support to the 
suggestion that what we have to do with is, essentially, not a 
controversy but a dialogue? 
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The Philonic Patriarchs as Ndftog '’Efopvxos 

W. Richabdson, Hull 

Philo calls the patriarchs dqxriyhai^ founders, (De Abrahamo 
XLVI, 275—276), which is possibly in his Platonic setting 
itself suggestive of dqxhvTioij archetypes, and his speculations 
about these Patriarchal Archetypes reminds us of the theories 
of causality by the imitation of, or participation in, higher 
Ideas or Forms of Being, which we find in the Neo-Platonic 
School and especially in Proclus. It is metaphysically explained 
by the “copy yearning for the type” {Leg, All, II. 2), and there 
are many references to the beneficial effects or influence of 
example and of virtue {De Jos, XLIV. 269—270; De Vita 
Moysis I. 160—162; De Fvga III. 14; De Agric, XXXIII; 
De Sac, A, et C, XXXVI—XXXVII). 

The Patriarchs are described as associating with Ideas in the 
Archet 5 rpal World, as being obeyed by the elements {De V, 
Moysis I. 155—159), as Ideas {De Mut, No7n, XXVI. 145—146), 
a genus, or “above genus and species”, {DeSac,A,etC,H —III. 
5—10), and beings created by God (cf. Leg, All, III. XXVIII. 85) 
as we are told of Isaac. Moses even creates the Ideal-Arche¬ 
types in De Plantatione VI. 27. 

If we examine what Philo says about three of the major 
patriarchs — Abraham, Isaac and Moses — we shall get some 
idea of their significance for him. The treatise on Isaac is not 
extant but it can be reconstructed from allusions elsewhere. 
Abraham. Philo in the De Abrahamo XI. 52 says that Abraham 
is a av/LiPoXov didaoHaXucfjg dgeTfjg, a symbol of virtue won by 
teaching, Isaac of (pvaixfj dgerij, natural virtue, and Jacob 
of daxTixpcij dgex'^y virtue won by practice or effort, though 
aU to some extent shared the three types of dgenj; he bases 
this on the text of Ex. 3. 6 “the God of Abraham, the God 
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of Isaac, the God of Jacob”. In Chapter XI. 54 he says “(The 
lawgiver) rightly connected the relationship (kinship) of the 
three who are ostensibly men but in fact virtues so to speak — 
nature, learning, practice — which men call by another name, 
Graces of equal number {TtQoarjxdvTayg oHrv xal rijv rwv xquov ixiycp fiiv 
dvdQOJV S^yq) d* (hg ehiov dqex&v obceidrrjfTa awfjtpej (pvaecag, puz^iyjecog, 
daxijaecog, dg ixigcp 6v6/mrt Xdgirag taaqtdfjiovg &v&Qomoi xaXowiv), — 
either because God graciously bestowed on our race the three 
powers {dwdfiecg) for the perfection of life or else because 
they have given themselves (dediOQrjvrai) to the rational soul 
(Xoyixfj yjvxfj) as a perfect and most beautiful gift, in order 
that the eternal name revealed in the Scriptures might be 
spoken of the three — not men but rather — aforementioned 
powers (dwdfji^ig). For the nature of men is perishable but that 
of virtues imperishable. And it is more reasonable that the 
eternal name should be pronounced over imperishables rather 
than mortals, since imperishability is akin to eternity but 
death is its enemy.” Earth-bom Adam, tov Ttgcbrov dv^gioTtov, 
says Philo, waa father of all men to the Flood, Noah of the new 
race, but the nsQlaeiJLvov rgidda xal Tzegifzdxrfcov, “the august 
and precious trinity”, of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob is called 
PaaCXetov legdrev/Mz xal e&vog dyvov, “a royal priesthood 
and holy nation”, from Ex. XIX. 6. Its name indicates its 
power, we are told, because the name of the nation, Israel, 
means “seeing God”, ogcov deov. This “seeing” is (pgovryjig, 
wisdom, which is dtpig diavoiag, the sight of the understanding. 
The vision of God is the peak of happiness, difficult of attain¬ 
ment and easy to lose, but though many are the things which 
urge downwards, none prevails when God, having attached 
the soul to his own powers (dwd^eig) draws it to Himself with 
a more powerful attraction {dwaronigq. ohcfj). 

The general trend of this passage seems to be that Abraham 
and the other two are mediators of grace to men whereby men 
attain to the vision of Grod which is salvation. They are powers 
of God which draw men up to Him and as such attractive 
influences — we remember that the powers are functions or 
differentiations of the Logos — they can be called “a royal 
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priesthood”, enjoying the saving power of kings, sages or 
priest-kings, in whom the Saving Logos was active, as we can 
see these kings and sages understood in the Hellenistic Age, 
especially in Neo-Pythagorean writings such as those of Ecphan- 
tus, Sthenidas, and Diotogenes. 

In the end we are told that God no longer converses with 
Abraham a>c dv&Qomq) dXka, xal d)g <p(Xog yvoiqlfico diake- 

ydfjievog (273), “as God with a man but even as a friend 
with a familiar”, and the last sentences of the treatise, De 
Abrahamo, must be quoted to show not only the significance 
of Abraham but also the nature of the in general — 

X(b de nXrf&ei xal fjieyS&et xwv iTtal’mv ijtirx&eig axmsQ rtvd xetpaXijv 
rov aoqjov q>r}aiv, dri rov delov vdfiov xal rd ^ela ngoardy/Luira ndvxa 
ijioirjaev 6 dvijQ o^og (Gen. 26.5), oi yQdjLifiaaiv dvadidax&eig, dXX* 
dygdqxp xfj (piaei anovddaag vyiaivovaaig xal dvdaoig dQfialg iTiaxoXov- 
^aai. mql de dyv 6 &edg ofioXoyely xl nQoarixev dv&qdynoig ij ^e^aidxaxa 
nuyxevetv; xoioikog 6 piog xov nqcaxov xal dqxriyhov xov i&vovg [mss. 
yivovg] iaxlvj cog jiiev ivvoi (p'qaovai, vdfiifiog, (hg S' 6 naq* ifiov Adyog 
ideiie, vdjuog avxog Sy» Tcal Seafiog &yqa(pog. (XLVI. 275) 

(But to these praises of the Sa.ge, so many and so great, Moses ckdds this 
crowning saying “that this man did the divine law and the divine 
commands'*. He did them, not taught by written words, but unwritten 
nature gave him the zeal to follow where wholesome and untainted 
impulse led him. And when they have God’s promises before them 
what should men do but trust in them most firmly? Such was the life 
of the first, the founder of the nation, one who obeyed the law, some 
will say, but rather as our discourse has shown, himself a law and an 
unwritten statute. [Loeb]) 

He was more than vdfiifiog, law-abiding; he was law incarnate 
to attract and guide men to God, as the pilot in a ship, a good 
king in a state or God in the universe. 

Isaac. In accordance with Philo’s theory of the mystery 
of the wives of the Partiarchs (De Cherubim XII—XV. 46—52; 
Legum Allegor. III. 77. 218), Isaac would seem to be a Platonic 
idea incarnate (cf. De Mut. Nom. XXVI. 145—146), spiritually 
begotten on the ideal plane of reality behind and parallel to 
the plane of phenomenal events and of his human birth, by 
God or through His universally creative Logos. 
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In the De MiUatione Nominum XXIII. 131 where other divine 
births are mentioned Isaac is said to be, from Gen. 17.16, (5 ivdidde- 
Tog vloq &eov rov di66vrog avrov fieiXiy/Lia xai ev&vjj^iav EtQrjvixaixaxaig 
y>vxaky “the immanent son of God” or “the ideal son 
of God (Drummond), who gives him as a means to soothe 
and cheer truly peaceful souls” (Colson, Loeb Ed., Vol. V. 
p. 211 who prefers the punctuation at the beginning 
yikog 6 ivdid&erogy viog . . . “the laughter of the heart, a son 
of God” which seems difficult in context), language which 
might also have been used of the Logos. Isaac is avzodidaxTogy 
self-taught, or its equivalents, a quality associated with king¬ 
liness in De Op. Mundi LII. 148. In De Sacrificiis Abelis et 
Caini X. 43 and elsewhere he is called ndvatxpogy all-wise, and 
in De Fuga XXX. 166—168 we are told that the avrofjLodry; xai 
avTodidaxrog atxpog, “the self-taught Sage”, oi axixpeoi xai pe^Jraig 
xai Ttdvoig i^eXrub&rjy yevdpevog d’ exrdvg evTQeTziajj^vrjv evge acxplav 
Svci/dev dppQTjf&elaav djt ovgavov, ^g axgarov ondaag elaxiddi] xai 
dieriXeae fiedvcov rijv fier* dQ&orrpcog Xdyov v^tpovaav 

(does not by searchings and practisings and toilings gain improvement, 
but as soon as he comes into existence he finds wisdom placed ready 
at his hand, shed from heaven above, and of this he drinks imdiluted 
draughts, and sits feasting, and ceases not to be drunken with the 
sober drunkenness which right reason brings.) 

Isaac is of this class and his conception and birth are said to 
have been either simultaneous or timeless — ov yog dvdgamog 
fjv 6 yewcjfievogy dAAd vorj/m xa&agcbraroVy (pvaei [Ad}Jjov ij iniTtjdevoet 
xaXdv . . . xaivov yog xai xgelvtov Xoyov xai &eIov dvr(og to avropadeg 
yhvg, ovx dv&gamlvaig huvolaig, dAA’ h&itg fmviq, owundfievov. 

(For he that was thus bom was not a man, but a most pure thought, 
beautiful not by practice but by nature ... For the nature of the 
selftaught is new and higher than our reasoning, €uid in very deed Di¬ 
vine, arising by no human will or purpose but by a God-inspired ecstasy.) 

The birth of Isaac is the birth of a pure Idea which brings 
happiness to men, an incursion from the spiritual plane into 
the plane of history, bringing salvation. In De Migraiione 
Abrahami VI. 30 to inherit the lot of Isaac is to shake off all 
toil and trouble, and in Q. D. P. /. S. IX. 29—31 Isaac can 
first be seen as a sort of dimmer divine light by the soul on 
its ascent to the Vision of God. 
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Moses. With regard to Moses Philo has much to say. Goode- 
nough has suggested that he was a central figure in a Jewish 
mystery cult which Philo knew, but, without recourse to such 
a theory and to the controversial paintings in the synagogue 
at Dura-Europos, we can see that Moses pre-eminently filled the 
r61e of Ndfjtoq ''E/nfpvxog and Mediator. A summary statement 
in the De Vita Moysis I. XXVTII. 155—162 will serve our 
purpose best. For his world-renouncing pursuit of virtue, we 
are told, Moses is made as it were deandrTjg, master, of the 
elements, being xoivojvog rfjg rov ^eov XijS^cog, partner in God’s 
estate, and therefore possessor of all the world (xdofiog) as 
GkKi’s heir {xXrjQovdfwg). He was the friend {q>lXog) of God 
and therefore naturally shared in Him and all His possessions 
(xord TO dx6Xotx&ov fxerdxoi dv avzov xal rrjg Tarjoeoyg xaff d XQ^f>- 
codeg). All the elements obeyed him. He is xoafiojtokirrjg and 
SXov rov S&vovg dedg xal PaaiXevg, god and king of the whole race, 
by name; he entered the darkness where God was (Ex.20. 21), 
rovtioxiv elg xijv dsidfj xal dacb/uLOJov xwv Svxoov TtagadeiyjLiaxpcTjv oi- 
alav^ xd dMaxa (pvaei dvrjftfj Ttaxavowv xa'ddmg xe ygaqyrftf eH de&q- 
fiuyvQyrjjj^vrpf iavxov xal xdv iavxov pCov eig yiaov 7tQoayayci)v Jtdyxa- 
Xav xal 'deoeideg Igyov laxrjae TtaQddeiyim xolg i^ihivai fiiysla&ai. 
evdalfAoveg dk Saoi xdv xvtiov xaig iamwv ywxalg ivajiejLuxSavxo ij icmov- 
daaav hanofxa^aiTdac (peghoD yog duivoia fxdXioxa yev xd eldog xe- 

Xeiov agexfjg, eldd/uii] _ dvevdolaaxov nd&ov. The passage concludes: 

Tdxa d\ heel xal vofM/dhrig ijjee^Xev Saeer&ai, tzoXx) ngdxegov avxdg iyl- 
vexo vdfJLog ipexpvxdg xe xal Xoyvxdg 'delq, Ttgovotg, rjxtg dyvoovvxa avxdv 
elg vofia9ixi]v ix^igox6vr}aev aHr&ig. 

(That is into the unseen, invisible, incorporeal and archetypal essence 
of existing things. Thus he beheld what is hidden from the sight of 
mortal nature, and, in himself and his life, displayed for all to see, he 
has se before us, like some well-wrought picture, a piece of work beauti¬ 
ful and godlike, a model for those who are willing to copy it. Happy 
are they who imprint, or strive to imprint, that image in their souls. 
For it were best that the mind should carry the form of virtue in per¬ 
fection, but, failing this, let it at least have the unflinching desire to 
possess that form ... Perhaps, too, since he was destined to be a 
legislator, the providence of God which afterwards appointed him 
without his knowledge to that work, caused him long before that day 
to be the reasonable and living impersonation of law.) 
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Colson (Loeb, Philo. Vol. VI. Introd. p. XVI) finds it ano¬ 
malous that Moses the Lawgiver should be also the Living Law, 
but surely it is of all things most suitable. Being the incar¬ 
nation of the Law he could best put it in writing for others 
and be himself an example of it. He could both see and con¬ 
verse with Grod the fount of Law and also mediate grace to 
others to live it. 

Joseph — redemptive influence par excellence. The 
redemptive or saving influence of these in so 

far as it springs from their nature, must now be examined. 
Some passages from the DeJosepho bring this out. It is said of 
Joseph (XV. 80) yerdfievog h xco deafwxrriQUp roaovrov piye- 

ijiedel^aro, cog xai roi^ TiovrjQordxovQ tcov ixel xedtpiivai xai xara- 
nXr(txe(T&ai xai TcoQijydQrj/m xajv avfjupoQibv vTtoXafjtPdveiv i}£^ixaxo9 
evQTjxivai xdv &v&Q(xmov, and inXVI. 87 xdv avxov piov aoxpgoavvrjg xai 
Ttdarjg d^exfjg ola yqaqrrpf iQxii:v7iov sJ dedrjpuwQyrifihnjv iv juiiaq) tfeZg 
htiTQEipe xai xoig ndw doxovvxag dvidxcog olg paxgal v6aoi xffg 

yrvxfjg iXcoqnjaav ijdj] xaxlCovaiv, ini xoig TtenQayfiivoig avxoig xai /le- 
xavooikri xai xoiavx* Snup&eyyofAivoig* nov twx* ijv TtdXai xoaovxov 
dyoMv, oH T?)v dgx^ ia(pdXi]jLi€v; Idoi yog iniXdfjupavxog aittov^ &g 
TiQog xanoTvtQov xijv dxoofilav ogcovxeg avxojv alaxvvdfjs&a, 

(In the prison he displayed such a wealth of virtue that even the vilest 
of the inmates were astounded and overawed, and considered that they 
hckd found in him a consolation for misfortunes and a defence against 
future ills ... By setting before them his life of temperance and every 
virtue, like an original picture of skilled workmanship, he converted 
even those who seemed to be quite incurable, who as the long-standing 
distempers of their soul abated reproached themselves for their pc^ 
and repented with such utterances as these: — *‘Ah, where in old days 
was this great blessing which at first we failed to find? See, when it 
shines on us we behold as in a mirror our misbehaviour (disorder) and 
are ashamed.**) 

In XXIX. 174 it is suggested that he is not a man but ^ ^eog i} 
Xdyog ij vdfiog '&elog, “either God or Logos or divine law”. 

There could hardly be a closer resemblance between this 
and the doctrines about the sovereign influence of the Sage- 
King to heal his subjects and associates as found described 
in Neo-Pythagorean and other Hellenistic sources, especiaUy 
Diotogenes ap. Stob. IV. VII. 62 and Ecphantus ap. Stob. TV. 
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VII. 56. The Sage-King set in order and tuned the souls of his 
subjects and followers by his very presence, mien and nature, 
as also by his words of wisdom and his dooms. Being above 
men by his very nature, which was nearer to Grod’s and more 
expressly formed in his image, he lifted other men also nearer 
to God and to a higher nature, according as those other men 
achieved through his influence that harmony of soul which was 
the characteristic of the NdfjLOQ "'Efitpvxoq, This is exactly that 
nature and influence of the patriarchal N6fioi ''Efxywxoc in 
Philo. Their innate and effortless goodness is divine and has a 
sovereign efficacy with their associates. Philo says Joseph’s 
qualities “secured him the obedience, not forced but voluntary, 
of everyone of his subjects”. 

Not only does this remind us strongly of the Neo-Pytha¬ 
gorean descriptions of the Sage-King and of the obedience 
(mt^dcb) their presence induces in their associates, but several 
of the words in the various passages about Joseph are such as 
might be used of awe or admiration before a god, namely 
redrptivaL and xaxajiXrfrtB(T&ai, and others are medical and 
musical terms strongly suggestive of Pythagorean theories, e. g. 
Xaxpdcoy dxoafila, avfJUjpa/ifla. naQrjydQrjfia d^e^inaxov is especially 
interesting. *AXeS(xaxog is a word used of the apotropaic 
qualities of gods and heroes such as Heracles and Hermes, and 
it is a comparatively imcommon word. 

Philo thought that the way of salvation was to receive the 
impression of the soul of the Ndfwg "'Efji.yrvxog on one’s own 
soul as a seal {De F. M, I. XXVUI. 158—159), so that one’s 
own soul was transformed into the likeness of those blessed 
archetypes who eternally live with God in a disembodied state. 
The body was but an outer shell {Sargeov) to be shed (like the 
axfjvog of other writers) at translation to a higher state (cf. 
De Humanitate IV. 76 on the death of Moses). This aspect 
of salvation or redemption can be explained in the light of 
Hellenistic speculations about the nature and influence of 
“royal” souls, which as Ecphantus ap. Stoh. IV. 17. 65 said, 
supply the deficiencies of our weak and sinful nature by their 
association with or incarnation of the Logos. 
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God and the World — Philo’s System. We must now 
try to draw together the threads and see Philo’s thought as a 
whole. Though his method of writing is to comment diflFusively 
on the Old Testament phrase by phrase and often to develop 
his comments into a sermon or to ramble into a long excursus 
which the text has suggested to him, without any other apparent 
unif 3 dng principle than the text, it does not follow that there 
did not lie behind his comments and sermons a systematic 
philosophy on which he based his apparently random comments 
and teaching. We have to try to see through his comments 
and sermons to the philosophic system which inspired them. 
Professor Wolfson has examined this question (Philo, Vol. I. 
pp. 95—97) and analysed and reconstructed Philo’s system in 
detail. Om* piu^ose here is only to give the outline necessary 
to the understanding of the A^o/iog ''Efitpvxog and Sage-King. 

Since the relation of God to the world and the nature and 
function of the Logos are fundamental questions in Philo’s 
thought, it is necessary to give a brief account of how Philo 
conceived of these, before going on to draw together the evi¬ 
dence relative to the main thesis. When Grod from his goodness 
created the world. He first had archet}rpal ideas of objects in 
His mind, all together comprising His essence^. He then brought 
all these together in an archet 3 rpal cosmos of ideas which was 
the Logos, the content of God’s mind, the Divine Reason {De 
Op. Mundi VI. 24—25). These archet 3 rpal ideaa were also seminal 
powers with creative energy (De Cher. XV. 51) and the Logos 
differentiated itself into seminal logoi or creative principles in 
things (De Post. V. 14). Thus, though God remained outside 
and transcendent, the Divine Purpose ran through the whole 
of creation (De Post. V. 14—15; De V. Mos. II. XXV. 127) and 
the world of sense took its rise as an imitation and as it were 
incarnation of the world of its archetypal ideas, brought about 
by the creative impulse of the Logos and its differentiating 

^ For evidence that this was familiar and accepted Platonic doctrine 
by the first century A. D. cf. Seneca Ep. 66. 7 (c. 66 A. D.) — exemplaria 
rerum omnium deua intra ae hahet — and Dodds “Proclus. The Elements 
of Theology” p. 206 and Note 4. 
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powers and logoi {Q. B. D. H. XXVII. 140; De Somn, I. XXXIII. 
197—200, I. XX. 127—128; Quod Deus VI. 30—32; Leg. All. 
m. XXXI; Quod Deus XXV. WO; De Plant. II; De Mut. Nom. 
XXII. 127—128; De Op. M. XIII. 43—44; De V. Mos. II. 
XXVI. 133; cf. Proclus for rrf/ioc as the awoxevgy just as Myog is 
here 6 owixcDV, while both v6[iog and X6yog = vovg. In Rem 
Pvblicam, KroU II. 306. 28flF.). 

In a similar way man is created {De Op. M. VI. 25; Leg. All. 

I. Xn, XXIX, XXX; De Op. M. XLVI—L cf. De V. Mos. 

II. XXV. 127). First there is the archetypal idea of man who 
is made in the image of God, which image is the Logos, so that 
the ideal man is fashioned after the Logos directly {De Op. M. 
XLVIII; De Plant V.; Q. D. P. I. 8. XXIV); then there is the 
earthly man of the world of sense who is a copy of the Idea 
made in the image {De Plant. XI. cf. De Mvi. Nom. XII. 127—128). 

Though God himself remains transcendent, unsullied and 
unfettered by creation {Quod Deus XXIII; De Post. V. 14—15), 
through his Logos and other powers, especially the Creative 
and Ruling Powers {De Plant. I; De Op. M. XXX; De Fuga 
95—118; De Mut. Nom. Ill—IV. 26—31; De Plant. XII. 
50—52, XXI; De Conf. Ling. XXVII. 134—139, XXXIV. 171), 
he permeates and governs the universe. He planned and directs 
inanimate nature, as we call it, through the archetypal ideas 
of the xdofAog vorjrdg reproduced in the sensible world by the 
agency of the Logos {De Post. Caini V; Q. D. P. I. S. XL); 
he visits, attracts by the vision of His supreme goodness {De 
Ebr. XXXIV, esp. 137; De Abr. XII. 59; De Cher. XXX— 
XXXII), and inspires men by His Logos and Powers in their 
souls so that they conform to their nature in the ideal world. 
Since for Philo the law of their natme is the Law of the Uni¬ 
verse and also the Torah {De Op. M. I and L; De Jos. VII. 29flF.; 
De Vit. M. II. 51—52; De Cher. XXXII), they become Living 
Law or Law Incarnate, if they fully respond. Since the image 
or copy yearns after the type or idea, the whole creation is 
linked in a nexus of striving for the better, and the influence 
of the Living Law, or Idea Incarnate, on other men flnds its 
metaphysical explanation {Leg. All. II. II. 4). 
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For Philo with his particular views of the relationship be¬ 
tween the Intelligible World and the Sensible which copies it, 
derives its existence from it, and finds its true being in it, and 
his conceptions of archet}rpal ideas of men and of abstracts 
like Virtue which are energised, if we may so speak, by the 
seminal, creative power of the Logos, it was easy to conceive 
of individuals as animated types or ideas, or of abstracts fits 
individual persons. Both worlds are real and are closely inter¬ 
linked, and, if anything, the ideal archetypal world is more real 
than the sensible. Thus Sarah can be Virtue animated or in¬ 
carnate (De Cher, II); Isaac joins a “genus”; Moses soars above 
genus and species after being “loaned to the world” (De Sac, 
Caini et A, II—III), he creates archetypes (De Plant, VI. 
26—27), he enters the archet 3 rpal world (De V, M, 11. XXVTII. 
167—168); and the Logos who is Grod active in creation whether 
intelligible or sensible can be an individual person, even as one 
would expect, since God, whose Reason the Logos is, has 
personal qualities and can communicate with persons. 

The Patriarchs are as it were concrete, historical examples 
of men in the past who had, according to Philo, achieved or 
been gifted with true sonship with God. They were or had 
reached the state of being whether of perfect man in 

general or of various special aspects of human activity; they 
were incarnate, true images of God and manifestations on earth 
of the 7iQ(or6yovog the Logos. Hence perhaps the mysterious 
birth of Isaac behind the scences, as it were, of the phenomenal, 
earthly stage. Hence, too, the curious words used of them — 
XdQireQf dwdfieig, vdrjfuz xa^agdyvaTov, vdfwi IfMyjvxoi andXoytxol, 
fj XSyog fj vdfjLog ^eiog, ‘graces’, ‘powers’, ‘purest concept’or ‘idea’, 
‘living laws’ and ‘rational laws’, ‘either God or Logos or divine 
law’ — as we have seen. They are i)erfect manifestations of the 
nature of God and of the true functioning of the Logos in the 
cosmos; they are also concrete archetypes and Ttagadelyfuna 
which men can copy as they should copy the Ideal Archetype 
and Pattern, the Logos. They are mediators of grace €md life 
to men because from them men can take into their souls the 
true impression (rov tvtcov ivcmofid^aa&ai — De Vita Moysis 
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I XXVni. 169) which brings salvation and immortality, truly 
divine sonship, just as they are urged to strive to take it from 
the incorporeal Ideal Logos in De Conf. Ling. XXVIII and 
Q. R, D. H. XII axid XLVIII. They are themselves “powers” 
of God {De Abrahamo XI. 62, 64) and as we have seen the 
powers raise the soul to God (XL. 69). 

These Patriarchal Archetypes are of a higher nature, nearer 
to God, and in some sense by their very presence and influence 
they are protective and apotropaic {De Vita Moysia I. XXVIII; 
De Jos. XV. 80 dXe^txaxog) just as the Logos Himself is pro¬ 
tective in various forms in Q. R. D. H. XLII. 201—206 (the 
“cloud” which no doubt stands for the Logos is axeTtaanjQicVy 
aonrjQiov, dfAwv^Qiov). Finally they mediate and supplicate for 
men in their disembodied state just as the Logos does {De 
Exsecraiionibtia VIII; Q.R.D.H. XLII. 206—206). All these 
activities are directed towards effecting that repentance of 
men which will bring the bliss of the Age to Come and the enjoy¬ 
ment of the Vision of God. 
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Les sectes juives d’apres les temoignages patristiques 

M. Simon, Strasbourg 

La d^couverte, sensatioimelle k bien des 4gards, des Manuscrits 
de la Mer Morte a mis k Tordre du jour, en r^clairant d’une 
lumi^re inattendue, la question des sectes juives au d4but de 
Tfere chr^tieime. Nous avons d4sormais la chance d’en connaitre 
au moins une de premiere main, par les documents qu’elle nous 
a elle-mfeme laiss6s; et du mSme coup notre connaissance de ce 
judaisme sectaire a pris une precision toute nouvelle. Mais si 
important qu’ait 6t6 le groupement de Qumran dans la vie 
religieuse de T^poque, si importants aussi que soient les Merits 
qui en proviennent, le judaisme sectaire ne se limite pas au 
premier, et les seconds ne constituent pas la seule source dont 
nous disposions pour cet aspect de la vie religieuse juive. Les 
sources qu^on peut appeler classiques subsistent, et continuent 
de poser certains problfemes. J’entends par Ik d’une part les 
notices d’auteurs juifs, en particulier Josfephe, d’autre part les 
indications foumies par certains auteurs eccl6siastiques de 
Tantiquit^. C’est de ces demiferes que je voudrais brifevement 
parler. II s’agit essentiellement des listes ou catalogues d’h6- 
rdsies juives foumies par Justin Martyr, Eusdbe citant Heg6- 
sippe, et d’autres^. Je me bomerai k examiner deux questions. 
D’abord, quel credit peut-on faire k ces listes? Dans quelle 
mesure apportent-elles, si brfeves soient-elles, une contribution 
positive notre connaissance du judaisme antique? Et d’autre 
part, k supposer que nous puissions r^pondre par Taffirmative 


^ Justin Martyr, Dialogue, 80, 4; Eusebe, Histoire Eccl^siastique, 4, 
22, 7; Epiphane, Haer., 1, 1488.; Constitutions Apostoliquee, 6, 6; 
Pseudo-J6r6me, Indie. Haereseorum; Isidore de Seville, Etymolog. 
Lib., 8, 4. Cf. Hamack, Judentum und Judenchristentum in Justins 
Dialog mit Trypho (T. U. 39, 1), Leipzig 1913, pp. 57 ss. 
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k la premier© question, et leur reconnaitre quelque valeur, 
est-il possible d’identifier les groupements ainsi mentionn^s et 
qui ne sont rien de plus parfois, dans le context© oti ils figurent, 
que des noms? 

On doit constater d’abord que le nombre des groui)ement8 
4num4r^ par nos auteiu« varie de Tun iTautre: sept chez H6ge- 
sippe, Justin et Epiphane, six seulement dans les Constitutions 
Apostoliques, huit chez Isidore de Seville, dix chez le Pseudo- 
J6r6me. Par ailleurs les diff4rentes listes ne se recoupent que 
partiellement. Si certaines «sectes» sont communes k toutes, 
il en est d’autres qui n’apparaissent que sur telle ou telle d’entr© 
elles. Ceci me parait indiquer clairement qu’aucune n’4puise 
la r6alit6 complex© de la vie religieuse juive vers le temps du 
Christ: aucune n’est exhaustive. Nous avons le droit d’etre sur 
nos gardes vis-^-vis de certains de ces catalogues qui visiblement 
ob^issent k des preoccupations symboliques: le chiffi:© sept 
est evidemment suspect. Nous pouvons en outre noter que les 
listes s’allongent k mesure que le temps passe: les plus r^centes 
sont les plus completes. Ceci n’implique pas, bien entendu, 
que les auteurs les plus eioign^s dans le temps des choses dont 
ils parlaient les ont cependant mieux connues. Us ont simplement 
utilise leurs pr^decesseurs. H suffit d’une confrontation des divers 
catalogues pour s’apercevoir qu’ Isidore de Seville, tout comme le 
Pseudo-Jerome, ont mis bout k bout, pour arriver respectivement 
k huit et dix, les sectes mentionnees par les auteurs anterieurs. 
C’est en particulier pare© qu’ils connaissaient la list© de Justin 
qu’ils sont seuls avec lui k nommer les deux heresies des Genistes 
et des Meristes. Nous pouvons par consequent sans inconve¬ 
nient laisser ces auteurs tardifs en dehors de notre enqudte, 
et nous limiter aux plus anciens, c’est-4-dir© Justin Martyr 
et Hegesippe. 

Comment, k partir de quels documents, ceux-ci ont-ils consti- 
tue leurs listes? H est bon de distinguer ici deux categories de 
«sectes» ou «heresies». II y a d’une part ce qu’on peut appeler 
les tendances majeures, les schools of thought du judaisme en 
quelque sort© officiel, decrites par Josfephe: Pharisiens, Saddu- 
ceens et, avec une nuance un peu different©, Esseniens. Qes trois 
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groupements sont ant4rieiir k la destruction du Temple en 
70. Aprfes cette date, c’est*&-dire au moment oil les auteurs 
Chretiens les mentionnent, ils ont disparu: il n’y a plus, au moins 
en tant que groupements, ni Sadduc6ens, ni sans doute Ess4> 
niens. Seul subsiste le Pharisaisme, puisque c’est autout de lui 
que s’est op6r6, aprfes la catastrophe nationale, le regroupe- 
ment du judalsme. Mais le nom m§me de Pharisiens a cess4 
d’ etre en usage. Par consequent nos auteurs chretiens connaissent 
ces groupements soit par oui dire, soit d’apr^s des documents 
Merits, qu'il n’est pas trfes difficile d* identifier. 

On songe d’abord, tout naturellement, aux notices de Jo- 
s^phe^. Mais il est curieux que Tune de ces trois ramifications 
du judaisme classique soit absente du catalogue de Justin, 
savoir les Esseniens. S’il avait utilise Josephs, pourquoi les 
aurait-il rayes de la lists? Au contraire chez Hegesippe, qui 
mentionne les Esseniens, une utilisation de Josephs est pour le 
moins plausible. Mais il faut tenir compte aussi de la connaissance 
que Tun et I’autre de ces auteurs avaient du milieu palesti- 
nien, mSme pour une epoque anterieure k cells oh ils vivaient, 
et aussi d’un autre element d’explication, qui vaut du reste 
pour leurs successeurs egalement, savoir la lecture de I’Evangile. 
Pharisiens et Sadduceens y sont mentionnes de fa 9 on assez 
precise et assez frequents pour qu’on soit fonde k y reconnaitre 
Tune des sources de nos heresiologues. Je pense pour ma part 
que c’est dans I’Evangile aussi qu’Epiphane a trouveissHerodiens 
et les Scribes, promus par lui au rang de sectes religieuses, 
ce que, tres probablement, ils n’ont jamais ete*. Le terms d’Hero- 
diens me parait avoir un sens exclusivement politique et designer 
les partisans d’Herode ou les gens k sa solde. Quant k celui de 
Scribes, il designs une fonction et non pas une nuance particu- 
lifers de doctrine ou de rite. 

L’utilisation de I’Evangile comme source de nos catalogues, 
dans la mesure oh ils ne dependent pas simplement les uns des 
autres, est done certaine, celle de Josfephe au moins plausible 

^ Josephe, Ant. Jud., 13, 5, 9. 

‘ Les Hferodiens sont mentionnes en Matth., 22, 16 et en Marc., 3, 6 
et 12, 13. 


Digitized by 


Google 



Les seotes juives chez les Peres 


529 


pour certains au moins d’entre eux. Mais alors, oti nos auteurs 
ont-ils trouv4 le nom des sectes du second groui)e, celles qui ne 
sont pas representatives du judaisme officiel d^crit par Josfephe? 
Le problfeme devient ici beaucoup plus deiicat. 

On a parfois postuie k Torigine de ces listes, consider^es dans 
leur totalite, une ou plusieurs listes de mSme tenem*, mais 
juives^. L’h 3 rpothese ne me parait pas s’imposer. EUe me 
paraft meme difficilement soutenable, du moins sous la forme 
classique que lui a donnee Bousset par exemple. H convient 
ici de faire intervenir la chronologie. Si Ton suppose qu’un 
tel catalogue a 6t6 etabli aprfes 70, il est difficile d’admettre 
qu’il ait pu, k ime ^poque oil Torthodoxie juive etait en 
train de se fixer, r^unir en un paisible voisinage, sur un pied 
d’apparente egalite, les Samaritains par exemple, sectaires 
detestes, et les Pharisiens, gardiens ou pferes de Torthodoxie 
rabbinique. H faudrait alors penser que seuls les groupements 
franchement dissidents, c’est-A,-dire ceux qui Tetaient devenus 
k repoque, figuraient sur la liste, et que les auteurs chretiens 
ont amalgame des indications puisees k des documents d’origine 
et d’inspiration differentes. Si au contraire on suppose que 
la liste primitive est anterieure k 70, il est difficile de saisir par 
rapport k quels critferes tel groupement pouvait etre catalogue 
«heretiquej> — Samaritains mis k part — puisqu’aussi bien 
il n’existait pas de norme qui fftt universellement reconnue en 
Israel et que le judaisme officiel lui-meme se composait de deux 
groupes, Pharisiens et Sadduceens, qui divergeaient et meme 
s’opposaient sur nombre d’affirmations fondamentales. 

Nous touchons ici k un point fort important. Les auteurs 
ecciesiastiques, en recensant ainsi les nuances diverses du juda¬ 
isme, Tout fait en function des cadres qui leur 6taient familiers, 
et des categories chretiennes. Leurs t^moignages, mSme les 
plus anciens, sont d’une ^poque oil les notions d’orthodoxie 
et d’heresie sont, dans le christianisme, nettement pr^cisees. 
Il y a la Grande Eglise, et il y a les formes diverses de Thetero- 
doxie, les sectes, les heresies au sens actuel du terme. Nos auteurs 

^ Cf. en p€krticulier W. Bousset, Noch einmal „der vorchristliche Jesus“, 
Theologische Rundschau, 14, 1911, pp. 378ss. 
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ont spontan^ment appliqu4 ces memes categories k la realite, 
sensiblement diflFerente, du judaisme, en laissant au mot aiqeatq 
le sens que lui avait donn^ I’usage chretien, mais qui n’est 
pas son sens initial. Lorsque Josfephe designs comme aioiaeig les 
tendances majeures du judaisme, il n’attache au terms aucune 
nuance pejorative. H le considers comme synonyms de yv^^iai 
did(poQOi, opinions differentes ou divergentes'. Sous une plume 
chretienne au contraire, et deje. chez les auteurs du II® siecle, 
((heresies signifie opinion erronee. Faute d’avoir eu conscience de 
ce glissement de sens, les auteurs ecciesiastiques ont dans une 
certaine mesure fausse, au moins pour la periods anterieure k 
70, Timage qu’ils nous donnent du judaisme: ils y introduisent 
des criteres qui, au temps du Christ, n’avaient pas encore reussi 
k s’imposer. Cette equivoque explique une curieuse contradiction 
de Justin. H ecrit d’un cote: «Un bon juge ne reconnaitra pas 
pour Juifs des Sadduceens, ou ces heresies similaires ... des 
Pharisiens et des Baptistes^*. Mais comme il a tout de meme 
quelque idee de la situation du judaisme, il reconnait un peu 
plus loin les Pharisiens pour ce qu’ils sont en realite: <Les 
didascales pharisiens.. .les chefs des synagogues 

Dans une telle i)er8pective — la timide mise au point de Justin 
n^a pas ete retenue — on voit le judaisme en quelque sorte se 
volatiliser sous la plume des auteurs chretiens. Il n’est plus 
fait que d’une juxtaposition de sectes, d’heresies hostiles les 
unes aux autres. Du judaisme authentique aucune trace ne 
subsiste, puisque le pharisaisme n’est qu’une de ces h^r&ies, 
une erreur entre beaucoup d’autres, et ceci d6s avant I’inter- 
vention du christianisme. Et comme il existe une sorte de conti¬ 
nuity providentielle dans I’erreur comme dans la verity, on fait 
dyriver les hyrysies chrytiennes de ces hyrysies juives de meme que 
le christianisme orthodoxe dyrive non pas d’une forme quel- 

^ Il oat int^ressant de noter que c’est encore sous cette appellation 
qu’Heg^sippe, city par Eusebe (loc. cit.), pcurle des sectes juives. 

* Dialogue, 80, 4. 

* Dialogue, 137, 2. Hamack, loc cit., pense que les Pharisiens ont 
yty introduits dans la liste par un copiste dcSsireux d’arriver au chiffre de 
sept hyrysies. Mais alors, pourquoi figurent-ils sur toutes les autres listes, 
y compris dejy< celle d’Hygesippe? 
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conque du judaisme historique, mais de cette vraie religion, 
aussi vieille que Thumanit^ elle-meme, repr6sent6e et pratiqu4e 
par Adam, Noe, les patriarches, les prophetes, qui se d6veloppe, 
en line tradition continue, en marge du judaisme et qu’on peut 
bien, des Torigine, appeler chr^tienne^. 

C’est par rapport k ce christianisme, celui des origines et 
celui de TEglise, que les h^r^sies juives sont d^finies. Chez 
Justin, le catalogue des sectes est introduit par une remarque 
sur les heresies chr4tiennes de son 4poque: « Si vous rencontrez 
des hommes appel6s chr6tiens qui n’admettent pas cela (le 
grand rassemblement eschatologique k Jerusalem), qui de plus 
ont I’audace de blasphemer le Dieu d’Abraham, le Dieu 
d’Isaac et le Dieu de Jacob, qui nient en outre la resurrection 
des morts et affirment qu’en meme temps qu’ils meiu'ent leurs 
ames sont enlevees au ciel, ne les tenez pas pour chretiens; 
pas plus qu’un bon juge ne reconnaitra pour Juif des Sadduceens 
ou ces heresies similaires... Meme point de vue, plus accentue 

encore, chez Hegesippe, qui ecrit: <<11 y avait des opinions diffe- 
rentes dans la circoncision parmi les fils d’Israel, contre la 
tribu de Juda et contre le Christa; suit la liste des sept sectes, 
qui non seulement se definissent par leur opposition au Christ, 
mais sont tr^s explicitement presentees comme le berceau 
initial de Theterodoxie chretienne: k I’epoque apostolique 
«rEglise etait appeiee vierge, parce qu’elle n’avait pas encore 
ete souiUee par de vains discours. Ce fut Thebouthis, parce 
qu’il n’etait pas devenu eveque, qui commen 9 a k la souiQer 
parmi le peuple, k partir des sectes sept (juives) dont il etait 
aussi membre: de ces sectes sortirent Simon, le pfere des Simo- 
niensj>; suit une liste d’heresiarques et d’heresies chretiennes®. 

C’est 14, il est k peine besoin de le souligner, une vue assez 
schematique et arbitraire. Il a existe, k coup sur, des liens et 
parfois une filiation directe entre certaines formes aberrantes 

^ Sur r importance, chez les Peres de PEglise, de cette notion de 
christianisme primordial, plus ancien que les formes diverses de la reli¬ 
gion d’Israel et le judaisme, cf. M- Simon, Verus Israel, Paris, 1948, 

pp. 105 s8. 

* Dialogue, 80, 4. 

• Eusebe, Hist. Eccl., 4, 22, 4—5. 
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de judaisme et certains groui)ements chr^tiens dissidents. Mais 
il est clair qu’H6g4sippe et les autres 6crivains eccl4siastiques 
ont syst4matis6 k Texcfes. Us ont en outre brouill4 les choses en 
transposant dans le judaisme, et en particulier dans celui 
d’avant 70, ce qui 6tait propre au christianisme de leur temps. 
Mieux vaudrait i)eut-etre, par consequent, dviter le terme de 
«sectes juives». Ou du moins, si on Temploie par commodite, 
faut-il bien pr^ciser qu’on ne lui donne pas son sens le plus cou- 
rant: le judaisme marginal, celui qui n’est ni sadduceen, ni 
pharisien, est fait de groupes, de conventicules plus ou moins 
individualises, plutdt que de sectes au sens modeme du mot. 
H n*y a pas, avant 70, de cloisons etanches, de ligne de demar¬ 
cation nettement tracee entre ce qui sera par la suite I’orthodoxie 
rabbinique, heritiere du pharisaisme, et tout le reste. Oii finit 
I’orthodoxie juive, ou commence Theresie, nous le voyons avec 
quelque precision aprfes 70 et I’entree en scfene massive du 
christianisme. H serait aventureux de vouloir le preciser pour 
la periode anterieure. 

Ceci dit, et etant admis que le terme de «sectesj> ou d’«heresiesi 
n’est pas des mieux appropries, il reste que le judaisme du 
ler sifecle et encore, bien que dans une moindre mesure, celui du 
11°, etait multiforme, susceptible de nuances extremement 
diverses. H y a par consequent, peut-etre, quelque chose k tirer 
de nos catalogues, si sch^matiques soient-ils et si loin d’^puiser 
une realite infiniment complexe. 

Laissons de cote les «sectes» bien connues par ailleurs, Phari- 
siens, Sadduceens, Esseniens, Samaritains. Laissons celles qui 
n’ont sans doute existe comme telles que dans T imagination 
peu critique d’Epiphane, Herodiens et Scribes. Laissons encore 
les trois «heresies», qui paraissent n’en faire qu’une, ramifiee 
sans doute en une multitude de groupements, des Baptistes, 
Hemerobaptistes et Masbotheens^. Laissons enfin les Galiieens, 
sur lesquels Tattention vient d’etre ramenee par une lettre de 

^ Masbotheens parait bien n’etre que 1’equivalent arameen — gre- 
oise — de Hemerobaptistes: cf. W. Brandt, Die jiidischen Baptismen, 
GieBen, 1910, p. 13. Sur le baptisme juif et ses ramifications, J. Thomas, 
Lo mouvement baptiste en Palestine et en Syrie, Gembloux, 1936. 
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Bax Cochba trouv^e dans le desert de Juda^. Restent alors, 
essentiellement, les trois groupes, mentionn^s par Justin, des 
G^nistes, M6ristes et Hell6niens. Peut-etre n’est-il pas impossible 
d’61ucider ces termes de prime abord assez ^nigmatiques. 

Pour les G^nistes, je propose une interpretation qui n’est pas 
nouvelle, mais dont la vraisemblance se trouve renforcee par le 
fait qu’elle a 6t6 sugg^ree par plusieurs chercheurs, travaillant 
independamment Tun de Tautre: je pense que Oenistai, derive de 
genos, est une transposition grecque, plus ou moins heureuse, 
du minim des ecrits rabbiniques. Si cette explication est fondee, 
nous sommes en presence d’une appellation trfes generale, 
designant toute espdce de croyance ou de pratique aberrante-. 

Sans doute est-il possible aussi d’eclairer le sens de MeQurcai, 
Aucime des explications proposees ne me parait absolument 
satisfaisante®. Le terme est derive tres correctement de juegiCeiv. 
II signifie celui qui partage ou eventuellement departage: 
c’est dans ce second sens qu’il est employe dans I’Evangile de 
Luc. 12, 14: «Qui m’a etabli juge ou arbitre (/legicrc'^g) 
entre vous?» Applique 4 une secte juive, c’est sans doute dans 
son premier sens qu’il faut I’entendre. Et peut-etre Justin 
lui-meme nous en indiquera-t-il la signification precise. 

Dans le chapitre 128 de son Dialogue, Tauteur, exposant sa 
doctrine du Logos, refute d’abord ceux qui disent «qu’on ne 
pent ni couper ni separer la lumifere du soleil sur la terre du soleil 
qui est dans le ciel. De meme le Pfere pent, lorsqu’il le veut, 
disent-ils, projeter sa Puissance et lorsqu’il veut la ramener en 

^ Sur ce point, cf. J. T. Milik, Une lettre de Simeon Bar Kokheba, 
Revue Biblique, 1963, pp. 276ss., qui discute brievement des differentes 
significations possibles du terme. 

* Cette interpretation apparait pour la premiere fois, 4 ma connais- 
sance, dans E. Hennecke, Neutestamentliche Apokryphen*, Tubingen, 
1924, p. 24, note 6, oti je Tai trouvee apres avoir moi-meme conclu dans 
le meme sens dans im article intitule: Sur deux heresies juives mentionnees 
par Justin Martyr, Revue d’Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses, 
1938, pp. 64 ss. Du point de vue juif, d’ailleurs, les chretiens eux-memes 
sent des minim. 

■ Cf. par example 1’edition Archambault du Dialogue (Textes et 
Documents pour 1’Etude Historique du ChristiEuiisme), Paris, 1909, 
II, p. 36 et H. J. Schoeps, Theologie imd Geschichte des Judenchristen- 
tums, Tubingen, 1949, p. 387, n. 3. 
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lui-meme». H s’agit Ik, soit de chr^tiens k tendances antihy- 
postatiques et monarchianistes, soit encore de Juife du type 
philonien; Timage du soleil et de ses rayons est en eflFet expli- 
citement appliqu^e par Philon au Logos Puis, passant k la 
partie positive de sa demonstration, Justin resume la theorie 
orthodoxe: «Cette puissance a ete engendr^e du Pere par sa 
puissance et sa volonte, mais non point par amputation, comme 
si I’ousie du Pfere avait 6t6 divis^e (cog djiofieQiCojuhn^g rfjg rov 
TiarooQ ovalaq) comme toutes les autres choses qui, lorsqu’eUes 
sont partag^es et coupees (neQi^dfxeva xai refivofieva) ne sont 
plus les memes qu’avant d’etre coupees»^. Justin, visiblement, 
ne se contente pas ici de prevenir un contre-sens possible, ou une 
objection. II songe d’autres adversaires qui, par rapport aux 
monarchianistes d’abord vis^s, se situent de 1’autre cote de la 
via media orthodoxe: en insistant plus qu’il ne convient sur 
la substantialite et I’autonomie de cet dAAog Oedg, ils scindent 
I’essence divine et, consideree dans la personne du Pere, la 
diminuent. Ce sont 14, vraisemblablement, les Meristes de notre 
liste: Juifs helienises, peut-etre, 4 tendances gnostiques, en¬ 
gages fort avant dans la voie du dualisme. On sait combien le 
monotheisme talmudique se preoccupe de cet «autre dieu», 
que les rabbins combattent 4 grand renfort de dialectique et de 
textes^. On ne sera pas surpris, en consequence que ceux qui se 
livraient 4 ce genre de speculation — secte particuliere ou, 
plutot peut-etre, courant d’idees — aient pu etre designes par 
le terme, sans doute pejoratif, de <(morceleurs)>. Justin a-t-il 
forge lui-meme cette designation, en donnant un sens parti- 
culier 4 un mot grec courant — et dans ce cas peut-etre y a-t-il 
au depart, comme dans le cas de Oenistai, un vocable semitique — 
ou au contraire etait-elle dej4 en usage dans le judaisme helie- 
nistique, il est natureUement impossible de le preciser. Mais il 
se pourrait bien, en tout etat de cause, que Oenistai, derive non 


^ De Somniis, I, 13. 

* Dialogue, 128, 4. 

■ On en trouvera de nombreux exemplos, traduits et conunent^'-s. 
dans Travers Herford, Christianity in Tedmud and Midrash, Londres, 
1903. Cf. M. Simon, Verus Israel, pp. 194ss. et 229ss. 
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pas d’un verbe mais d’un substantif, et pour lequel on attendrait 
plus normalement une forme comme Oenihot^ soit A, expliquer 
comme une formation analogique, pr4cifi6ment sur le module de 
Merislai, 

Si Ton accepte ces interpretations, on sera fondd k conclure 
que les noms de Oenistai en tons cas, et peut-etre aussi de Meristai 
s’appliquent non pas k un groupement bien d^fini, une «secte» 
ou «h6r^sie)> particulifere, mais plutot k des courants de pens6e, 
des tendances, largement ramifi^es i)eut-etre et susceptibles 
de nuances diverses et multiples. C’est sous la plume des auteurs 
Chretiens que ces termes se sont en quelque sorte fig^s, et ont 
revetu une precision, assez artificielle et factice, qu’ils n’avaient 
pas au depart, s’il s’agit d’emprunts au vocabulaire de la S3nia- 
gogue de langue grecque, ou que n’avaient pas leurs prototypes 
hdbreux ou aram^ens. 

Reste enfin le groupe des Hell^niens, ^Ekhpfiavol, qui n’est 
mentionn4 que par le seul Justin. Diverses interpretations ont 
ete propos^es, qui toutes supposent dans la graphie du mot 
une erreur de copiste et exigent en consequence des corrections 
textuelles dont aucune ne s’impose vraiment^. H me semble 
qu’en prenant le mot tel qu’il nous a ete transmis par la tradi¬ 
tion manuscrite, une explication plus satisfaisante reste possible. 

Le terme apparait d’embiee comme appartenant k une serie 
de mots k terminaison -lavol, formes sur des substantifs, et 
designant les disciples ou les partisans de quelqu’un: Kaisaria- 
noiy Herodianoi et, le plus illustre de tous, Christianoi. H s’en 
difiFerencie par le fait qu’il n’est pas, comme les autres, forme 
sur un nom de i)ersonne, ou tout au moins de figure historique 
car on pourrait evidemment songer k Hellene, fils de Deucalion, 
ancetre mythique de la race grecque. Mais est aussi et 

surtout I’appellation commune des Grecs, et il me parait fort 
possible qu’il soit au depart de ce mysterieux y,Hellenianoi'' 
mentionne par Justin: les HeUeniens seraient alors ceux qui, 
d’une fa^on ou de I’autre, suivent les Grecs ou les imitent, 
ceux qui «grecisent». 


' Cf. Dialogue, edition Archambault, II, p. 35. 
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On ne pent s’empecher ici d’^voquer un parall&le bien connu, 
savoir les Hell^nistes, ^EkXrjvunal, qui figurent dans les Actes 
des Apdtres, oti le terine d4signe les disciples d’Etienne^. Les 
deux terminaisons en -uzvog et sont synonymes et 

pratiquement interchangeables. La seule difflSrence tient k leur 
formation: Tune est form^e sur un verbe — en Toccurence 
i?.2.7jvl^eiv — r autre sur un nom, g4n6ralement un nom propre; 
Mais sur leur identity de sens il n’y a pas de doute. Les disciples 
de Marcion, que nous appelons Marcionites, sont appelds par les 
auteurs eccl6siastiques anciens tantot Maqxiavoly tantdt Maqxui' 
vunal'^, Rien n’interdit, me semble-t-d, de reconnaitre dans 
Hdlenistai-Hdlenianoi un couple s^mantique du mfime genre. 

Si Ton accepte cette interpretation, on sera amen^ k reviser la 
signification communement attribuee k EkkTjvum^g. H est en 
general admis comme allant de soi que le terme k une acception 
purement linguistique et que les Helienistes du livres des Act^ 
n’avaient d’autre particularite, par opposition aux «Hebreuxt, 
que de parler grec. Je pense au contraire — et j’y reviendrai 
k une autre occasion — que cette appellation, dans son usage 
primitif, avait la meme nuance pejorative qui me parait s’at- 
tacher k HdUnianoi: appliquee par les Juifs k d’autres Juife 
elle designs ceux qui, dans leur fa 9 on de vivre ou de penser, 
imittent les Grecs, c’est-A,-dire les paiens. I>6]k dans le //° Litre 
des Maxxhabiea^ designs Timitation des Grecs, 

avant de devenir bien plus tard, chez Julien TApostat, desig¬ 
nation en quelque sorts technique du paganisme. De memo 
le verbe ikhp^CCeiv, sur lequel est forme ^EKhpfiar'qg tout 
comme MeQiarijg est forme sur peglCeiv, signifie sans doute 
parler grec, mais aussi vivre et penser k la grecque, tout comme 
lovdalCeiv, dans le vocabulaire chretien antique, signifie vivre k 
la manifere juive, judaiser. H est possible que Justin lui-meme, ou 
quelque chretien anonyms avant lui, connaissant d’aprfes les 

^ Actes, 6, Iss. 

• Justin, Dialogue, 36: MoQxiavol; Eusebe, Histoire Ecciesiastique, 
4, 22, 6, MoQxiavunal On notera que des verbes en-l^etp peuvent etre 
formas aussi k partir de noms propres: aunsi, par example, etre 

disciple de Pythagore. 

■ II Mawich., 4, 13. 
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Actes le mot Hell^nistes, et lui dormant une signification pure- 
ment lingnistique, ait forg6 pour designer des Jnifs qui «pagani- 
saient» le doublet Hell^niens, destine k 4viter toute Equivoque 
et k pr4venir tout 80 up 9 on k Tendroit des disciples d’Etienne. 
Peut-etre meme peut-on risquer une hypothese de plus. Je 
notais tout-i-Fheure Tabsence, surprenante, des Ess4niens 
sur la liste de Justin. Y aurait-il lieu de les recoimaitre sous cette 
appellation g6n6rale et voil4e d’Hell6niens, s’il est vrai qu’ils 
6taient largement ouvei^ aux infiuences et aux courants de 
penste venus du dehors, du monde paien? 

En definitive, Fexamen de nos Ustes de sectes juives, et en 
particulier des deux plus ancieimes, celles de Justin et d’H^ge- 
sippe, autorise les conclusions suivantes. Si nous laissons de 
cote les groupements bien individualises et bien coimus, Saddu- 
ceens, Pharisiens, Esseniens et Samaritains, si par ailleurs nous 
reservons le problfeme que posent les Gafiieens, nous constatons 
que les autres noms sont des appellations tr^s generales qui 
designent, plutot sans doute que des «sectes» k proprement 
parler, constituees comme telles en marge du judaisme officiel 
et sans aucim lien avec lui, certaines particularites de rite ou de 
doctrine, de pensee ou de comportement. Le nom de Baptistes 
ou d’ Hemerobaptistes par exemple i)eut s’appliquer k tous ceux 
qui attachent aux ablutions rituelles une importance parti- 
culifere, ou les multiplient plus qu’il n’est strictement obligatoire. 
Ils se sont, k coup sur, dans nombre de cas, constitu6s en groupe¬ 
ments plus ou moins autonomes. Mais rien n’autorise k penser 
qu’ils aient 6t6 Fobjet d’une excommunication de la part des 
autorit^ religieuses Jerusalemites, meme si celles-ci ne les 
voyaient pas d’un ceil particulierement favorable: leur su- 
renchfere dans Fobservance fait d’eux des orthodoxes au 
superlatif plut6t que des heretiques. Quant aux trois termes 
que j’ai etudies plus particuliferement, il est difficile d’admettre 
qu’ils aient un sens specifique trfes precis. H semble, si mes inter¬ 
pretations sont fondees, qu’ils se recoupent dans une assez 
large mesure. Ou plus exactement peut-etre, ils dessinent, aux 
limites du judaisme officiel, comme des cercles concentriques. 
Le cercle le plus etroit est represente par les Meristes, definis 
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par une particularity doctrinale bien dyterminye. Viennent 
ensuite les Heliynistes et finaleraent le cercle le plus etendu 
des Genistes. Quiconque myrite I’ytiquette de Meristes peut 
etre ygalement ytiquety Heliyniste, puisque c’est, selon toute 
vraisemblance, k partir d’influences heliynistiques ou en tous 
cas paiennes — Grec et paien sont, dans cette perspective, 
pratiqueraent synonymes — que se produisent leurs dyviations 
doctrinales sur la question du monothyisme. Et quiconque est 
k la fois Myriste et Heliynien est aussi, et k plus forte raison, 
Gyniste, terrae trfes vague, qui englobe toutes les variytys de la 
pensye et de la pratique aberrantes par rapport aux normes du 
pharisaisme, qui deviendront peu k peu celles d’une ortho- 
doxie k proprement parler. 

En d’autres termes, il me semble que nos auteurs ont commis 
la meme erreur que commettrait un auteur catholique contem- 
porain si, ynumyrant les formes diverses de I’hytyrodoxie chre- 
tienne actuelle, il nommait c6te-4-c6te, comme trois «secte8», 
trois «hyrysies)> diffyrentes, les presbytyriens, les calvinistes et 
les protestants. Un presbytyrien est aussi un calviniste; et il est 
ygalement, et k plus forte raison, un protestant. La comparaison 
n’est cependant pas entiferement satisfaisante. Car le protestan- 
tisme sous sa forme calviniste et presbytyrienne existe en tant 
que groupement sypary du catholicisme, tandis qu’il n’est pas 
sur que les trois «hyrysies» juives en question aient existy comme 
groupements syparys du judaisme officiel k Typoque ou nos 
auteurs les considyrent. Le tymoignage de ces auteurs doit 
etre utilisy avec prudence, car ils ont interpryty la ryality juive 
k travers une optique chrytienne. Il reste cependant que la 
notion d* hyrysie commence k se pryciser et k prendre corps dans 
la Synagogue dans le temps meme oil ils ont vycu, a la suite 
de la catastrophe de 70 et du dyveloppement de I’Eglise. EUe se 
concrytise dans cette appellation de Minim dont les Genistai de 
J ustin reprysentent sans doute V yquivalent grec. Nous sommes par 
consyquent fondys k admettre que les ycrivains ecciysiastiques, 
tout en schymatisant et systymatisant k partir de ce qu’ils 
pouvaient observer du coty chrytien, ont cependant saisi et 
fixy dans leurs listes une ryality. Leurs «hyrysies» ne sont pas 
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invention pure. Elies repr^sentent les tendances diverses et 
complexes qui se manifestent alors dans le judalsme, qui k la 
limite tendent k se constituer en <(sectes» et Tont fait efiFective- 
ment dans certains cas, et entre lesquelles rautorit6 rabbinique, 
heritifere aprcs 70 de la tradition pharisienne, s’efiForcera de 
faire un tri. A cet 6gard et sous ces reserves nos catalogues 
raeritent encore, mdme apr6s la d^couverte des textes de Qum- 
ran, et faute d’autres documents de premiere main, qu’on 
continue d’en faire 6tat. 
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The Essenes 

J. L. Teicheb, Cambridge 

Since the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the Essenes have 
been news. But, who were they? Did they ever exist? These are 
no futile questions. The exasi)eratingly few sources about them 
are confined to the first Christian century: Philo of Alexandria, 
Josephus Flavius and a single uncommunicative passage in 
Pliny, the Elder. Afterwards, the Christian authors reproduce 
almost exclusively the same information. Almost — but not 
quite; a point of considerable importance. Suspicious modem 
scholars have become distrustful. According to W. Bauer, 
Philo’s account retains only a barely definable historical core, 
once the projection of his own utopian and idealistic aspirations, 
the literary and stylistic devices of ancient ethnologists and a 
few other things have been removed from it. And Josephus 
drew from Philo. Recently, del Medico proclaimed that the 
account of the Essenes in both Philo and Josephus is only a 
fiction. The danger, let me hasten to add, that the Essenes 
might evaporate into thin air is hardly averted by the Dead Sea 
Scrolls, for these are Christian, not Essene. 

Can the Essenes be saved? We may start the rescue operation 
from the tail end of the sources, the Christian authors. According 
to Philaster of Brescia, the Essenes were a monastic order who 
regarded Jesus, not as the Lord and the Son of God, but as a 
prophet and just man. Obviously a species of Christians, very 
much akin to the non-Pauline Christians. Again, Hippolytus 
amplified the text of the oath taken by the Essenes, as found in 
Josephus, with the following formula: “not to hate the sinner or 
the enemy but to pray for them”. A Christian interpolation! 
But why should a Christian interpolator ascribe to the Essenes 
a Christian attitude unless he believed that they were Christians? 
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And it may not be an interpolation at all. Again, Eusebius 
regards Philo’s account of the Therapeviai, the contemplative 
Essenes, as referring to early Christians. Finally, Epiphanius 
shares Eusebius’ view but calls the Therapeviai, lessaioiy the 
original name, according to him, of Christians. Modem scholars 
reversing the judgement of their predecessors, consider this 
account by Philo, as well as his other writings about the Essenes, 
to be genuine, but deny that they refer to Christians. May I 
suggest with great timidity, not being an expert and authority 
on Philo or any other matter, that if Philo is the author of these 
writings on Essenes, he must have composed them under the 
effect of a touch of schizophrenia. His attitude to Greek culture 
and philosophy is in such violent contrast to that manifested in 
his other genuine writings that no other explanation comes 
readily to mind. Neither are the accounts of the Therapeutai 
and the Essenes in Philo’s works Christian forgeries, as was 
maintained by the eariier generation of scholars. They belong, 
I would suggest, to that type of agonistic Christian literature 
which extols the superiority of the Christian way of life over 
Greek philosophy. Only, the Christian way of life depicted in 
them is not that of the Pauline Christians. Their connection 
with Philo may be due to nothing more than their inclusion by 
an ancient scribe in a codex containing Philo’s works. 

Be this as it may, it is at least certain that some Church 
fathers regarded the Essenes as a species of Christians. It is a 
daring thought that they may have been right, but let us risk it. 
Consider the advantages and comfort to be derived from it! 
The Essenes would cease to lead their existence in an imaccoun- 
table void but would receive a proper habitat in the annals of 
history and the endless and tiresome debate about the influence 
of Essenes upon Christianity would be laid to rest. Such a 
simplification of a complicated and obscure issue has much to 
recommend it. Luckily, there is also direct and positive proof 
that the Essenes were none other than the early non-Pauline 
Christians. 

Let us turn to Josephus, the only remaining source, apart 
from Pliny, after Philo has been assigned to the limbo of the 
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pseudo. Josephus tells us in his War (2. 8. 10) that the Essenes 
were tortured to death by the Romans during the Great War, 
when they refused “either to blaspheme the legislator or to 
eat what was forbidden to them.” This is straightforward re¬ 
porting of the religious persecution and martyrdom of the 
Essenes by the Romans, written by a contemporary witness 
who was also a professional historian. There are no grounds to 
doubt its authenticity. This piece of information caused immense 
trouble to Bauer who was determined not to believe Josephus. 
He tells us that the information is a fiction and that Josephus 
derived it from Philo. But we cannot suppress a feeling of ex¬ 
treme discomfort when we are further told that it was contained 
in a work of Philo’s that is now lost — a work whose existence 
is purely hypothetical and which in fact never did exist. In 
any case, neither Philo nor Josephus would have*propagated 
such an atrocity story about the Romans unless it was true. 
But being true, Josephus’ story of the religious persecution of 
the Essenes cannot refer to Jews. The Romans never forced the 
Jews to become apostates under the threat of death. It follows 
therefore, with almost mathematical necessity, that the Essenes 
were not Jews, but Christians. There is no choice. „The legis¬ 
lator “ whom the Essenes refused to blaspheme is none other 
than Jesus. It is illuminating that during the persecution of the 
Christians by the Romans, the Roman magistrates demanded 
from their victims two things: to blaspheme or curse Jesus and 
to partake of heathen sacrificial food and wine — two things, 
strikingly similar to those specified by Josephus. 

An overwhelming number of the details of Josephus’ de¬ 
scription of the Essenes fits the early non-Pauline Christians, 
as we know them from the Dead Sea Scrolls. A few that do not 
seem to fit may be due to Josephus’ inaccuracy. He was not a 
member of the Essenes and described them as an outside ob¬ 
server. It would not be surprising if he got a few things wrong. 

What are the difficulties in the proposed identification of the 
Essenes with the early Christians? Firstly, the type of communal 
life, ascribed to the Essenes, with its vivid streaks of asceticism 
might be felt to be incongruous with the Christian way of life. 
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But surely the life of the Jerusalem Church at least was organised 
on communal and austere lines, and it is highly probable that 
it was imitated by the Christian communities in Palestine and 
elsewhere. Secondly, and this is a greater difficulty — according 
to Josephus, the Essenes already existed in the pre-Christian 
period. But, what exactly is this difficulty? Strictly speaking 
it is only the fact that the same name existed in the pre-Christian 
and the Christian periods. Are we then to follow the realists 
among the medieval schoolmen and postulate an identity of 
substance when the name only is identical? Nominalism would 
seem to be a sounder approach. Again, what exactly was the 
name? The sources give us a bewildering variety: Essenoi, 
Essaioi, Issaioi, lessaoi, Ossaioi, 

The truth is we do not know what the exact name was. 
But we do know that the early Jerusalem Christians were 
referred to by a name of biblical origin that was also current 
among certain Jewish groups, that is, ptochoi, meaning the poor. 
In the Psahm of Solomon, for example, the ptochoi are mentioned 
apparently as a separate group. According to the communis 
opinio cfrndiiOTum the Psalms were composed in the pre-Christian 
period, but I venture to think that the contents of the Psalms 
exclude such an early date and point rather to the year 96 or 
97 of the Christian Era and to Rome as the place of composition. 
Together with ptochoi and as identical with them, the Psalms of 
Solomon refer to hosioi, the saints, which are the equivalent 
of the Hebrew hasidim. The Christians in the New Testament 
are called liagioi, the saints. Possibly, this term was chosen in 
preference to hosioi — the semantic meaning of both terms is 
identical — because it is a biblical term, pregnant with a specific 
religious meaning. And the term qadosh, saint, was also applied 
to a group of Jews in Jerusalem. The attitude of the early 
Christians, contrary to our modem habit, was not to place a 
high price on originality and they regarded themselves as being 
of an ancient and illustrious pedigree. There is thus nothing 
strange in the fact that the name given by Josephus to the 
Christians, whatever it was, should have been used by Jewish 
groups at an earlier or later period. The Romans, it is worth 
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remembering, held at a certain i)eriod the use of the name 
,,Christians“ to be a crime; no wonder that an explicit reference 
to it should have been avoided in our sources. 

Finally, there is the mention by Josephus of John the Essene, 
a captain in the war against the Romans. He may not have been 
a Christian, but if he was, it is tempting to consider the possibi¬ 
lity that some Christians may have participated in the war. The 
belief that a war to end all wars would be the prelude to the 
Kingdom of Heaven is of course present in the Book of Reve¬ 
lation. A core of truth is i)erhaps contained in the contention 
of the Eisler-Brandon school — in the sense not that Jesus 
was the head of a rebellion against the Romans, but that a 
group of Christians fought against the Romans in the Great 
War. According to the Slavonic Josephus, the Essenes possessed 
books on military matters, and the Qumran Battle Scroll des¬ 
cribes the last apocalyptic war. The idea of a Holy War was 
apparently not foreign to some sections of the early Christians 
and Mohammed probably derived from their successors his 
jihad. Two episodes told by Josephus are very illuminating. 
He tells us (War 2,13, 4) that a group of men under pretence 
of divine inspiration induced the people to go out into the desert 
where God would show them the signs of liberty, and that 
they were largely destroyed by Felix. The motif of the emi¬ 
gration to the desert is the same as we find in the Discipline 
Scroll, and the episode indicates at least a moral and spiritual 
opposition against the Romans. Hence the intervention by 
Festus. The Christian Habakkuk Scroll bears eloquent testi¬ 
mony to the strength of this opposition. The second episode 
about an Egyptian tells us that a military coup was attempted. 
An Egyptian led his contingents from the desert, and it is inter¬ 
esting that the operational basis of the war in the Battle Scroll is 
also the desert. 

To sum up: The proposed identification of the Essenes with 
Christians is anchored in the recognition that the persecution 
of Essenes by the Romans can refer only to Christians. It is 
corroborated by the tradition of the Church Fathers and by 
the striking analogies between the Essenes and the Christians 
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of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Those who reject the evidence of the 
Christian origin of the Scrolls because the archaeologists object 
to it, might stop to reflect that the findings in Qumran prove 
conclusively that the site was occupied in the first two Christian 
centuries, and occupied by Christians. The efforts of the archae¬ 
ologists to evade the obvious conclusion are nothing but a 
disingenuous exercise in distorted logic. 

The identification of the Essenes with the Christians is proposed 
here merely as a promising working hypothesis which will have 
to be tested in an exhaustive examination of all details. If the 
test is successful, the hypothesis wiU be elevated to the rank of 
a true theory. 
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Die religiose Haltung Kaiser Konstantins 

K. Aland, Halle/Berlin 

„Das Pendel schwankt immer hin und her und kaim nioht 
zur Buhe kornmen**, so charakterisierte Hans Lietzmann 1937 
die Konstantinforschung^. Um im Bilde zu bleiben, mochte 
man heute sagen, die Ausschlage des Pendels seien so zahlreich 
geworden, daB man sie kaum noch verfolgen konne. In der 
Tat: die Flut der Arbeiten iiber Kaiser Konstantin und sein 
Zeitalter geht iiber alle Ufer. Fine Bibliographie, die ich mir an- 
gelegt habe, umfaBt fiir die Zeit seit etwa 1900 iiber 1600 Titel, 
und ich bin ganz sicher, daB sie noch erhebliche Liicken aufweist. 
Wenn nicht von Zeit zu Zeit Heifer aufgestanden waxen und 
eine tJberschau iiber die immer neu heranroUenden Wellen 
veranstaltet hatten, kame man sich ganz hUflos vor. Denn fast 
uniibersehbar ist die Zahl der Zeitschriftenaufsatze zum 4. Jahr- 
hundert unserer Zeitrechnung, ja es macht bereits sehr groBe Miihe, 
die Monographien aus aller Herren Lander in die Hand zu bekom- 
men, die es zu studieren gilt, wenn man einigermaBen den Gang 
der Forschung verfolgen will. An der Spitze dieser Forschungs- 
berichte aus den letzten 25 Jahren steht, zeitlich wie inhaltlich, die 
meisterhafte Abhandlung von Norman H. Baynes, ConstarUine 
the Great and the Christian Church^, Ihm folgen Julius Miller®, 

^ Der Glaube Konstantins des Groflen, Sitznngsberichte der Preufli- 
schen Akademie der Wissenschsiften (zit. als SBA), Fhil.-hist. Klasse 
1937, Berlin 1937, S. 263f. 

* Raleigh Lectvire on History, Proceedings of the British Academy 
1929, S. 341—442. 

® Bericht iiber die Literatur znr Geschichte des romischen Reiches 
in der Zeit von Diocletian bis Theodosius I. (284—396 n. Chr.) aus den 
Jahren 1916—1932, Bursians Jahresbericht iiber die Fortschritte der 
klassischen Altertumswissenschaft 61, Bd. 246, 1936, S. 43—130; Ge¬ 
schichte des Romischen Reiches in der Zeit von Diokletian bis Theodo¬ 
sius I. (284—396 n. Chr.), Bericht iiber das Schrifbtum der Jahre 1933 bis 
1937, ebenda Bd. 279, 1942, S. 237—366. 
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Felix Staehelin^, Andr6 Piganiol^, Heinrich Karpp®, Jean-Remy 
Palanque^, Karl Friedrich Stroheker®, Etienne Delanielle®, die 
Reihe schlieBt fur jetzt die soeben erschienene tJbersicht von 
Joseph Vogt imd WiUiam Seston iiber Die ConsUintinische 
Frage im Band VI der Relazioni fiir den 10. Intemationalen 
HistorikerkongreB, der vor kurzem in Rom stattfand^. 

Bedriickender als die Fiille der Beitrage zur Diskussion als 
solcher ist es zu sehen, wie manches von dem manchmal recht 
laut als neu Verkiindeten eigentlich alt ist und nichts anderes 
darstellt als entweder die Wiederentdeckung von Gresichts- 
punkten, die infolge der Fiille der Literatur allgemein in Ver- 
gessenheit geraten sind, oder aber einfach nur die Wiederholung 
von friiher bereits Gesagtem in neuem (Jewande. Wie oft be- 
gegnen wir der alten Kontroverse Valesius — Tillemont. Dabei 
treten sich die verschiedenen Ansichten, mit aller Entschieden- 
heit einander ausschlieBend, oft mehr mit Behauptungen als 
mit Beweisen entgegen. Aber in der Tat: es sind im Lauf der 
Generationen eigentlich alle Fragen erortert worden, jede in 
Betracht kommende Belegstelle ist zahlreiche Male angesehen 
worden, so daB man es beinahe liberdriissig wird, die Steine 
noch einmal in die Hand zu nehmen, mit denen so viele andere 
schon ihre Bauten aufgefiihrt haben, mogen diese einem nun 
gefallen oder nicht. Zwar wird jeder von der Richtigkeit seiner 


^ Constantin der GroBe und dew Christontum, Zeitschrift fur Schwei- 
zerische Geschichte 17 (1937) 385—417; Nachlese zu Constantin, ebenda 
19 (1939) 396—403. 

* L'^tat actuel de la question constantinienne 1930/49, Historia 1 
(1960) 82—96. 

* Konstantin der GroBe und die Kirche, Theologische Rundschau N. F. 
19 (1960) 1-21. 

* Constantin, Empereur chretien, d’apr^ ses r^cents historiens, 
fitudes M6di6valos offertes k M. le Doyen Fliche, Montpellier 1962, 
S. 133—142; vgl. friiher schon: Memorial des £tudes Latinos 1943 (mir 
nicht erreichbar). 

® Das konstantinische Jahrhundert im Lichte der Neuerscheinungen 
1940—1951, Saeculum 3 (1952) 654—680. 

* La conversion de Constantin, £tat do la question. Bulletin de litte- 
rature eccl6siastique 64 (1953) 37—54, 84—100. 

’ Relazioni Volume VI: Relazioni generali e supplementi, Florenz 
1966, S. 733—779 (Vogt), 781—799 (Seston). 
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eigenen Meinung uberzeugt sein, aber wer von uns verfiigt 
liber die neuen Tatsachen, die schlagenden Argumente, welche 
den Streitfall auch fiir die iiberzeugend losen, welche bisher das 
Gegenteil fiir richtig hielten? 

In den letzten 26 Jahren sind in der gesamten Konstantin- 
Forschung doch eigentlich nur zwei Dinge von wirklich grund- 
legender Bedeutung passiert: Die Thesen Gr^goires und Jones’ 
Identifizierung des Londoner Pap 3 rru 8 878 als Teil des Ediktes 
Konstantins an die Orientalen. Dabei ist schon einschrankend 
zu sagen, daB Gr^goires Gedanken im Grundsatzlichen eigent¬ 
lich gar nicht einraal so neu sind, d. h. daB selbst fiir sie, die bis 
heute aufs Nachdriicklichste wirken, das vorhin Gesagte gUt. 
M. E. ist eine Losung der Frage nach der religiosen Haltung 
Konstantins — zum mindestens im Augenblick imd solange 
nicht neue, entscheidende Fakten in unseren Gesichtskreis 
treten — nicht auf dem Wege der Diskussion von Einzelfragen 
zu suchen, so wichtig und unumganglich diese ist und immer 
bleiben wird, sondem nur auf dem Wege, meinetwegen auf dem 
Umwege iiber eine gnindsatzliche methodologische Betrachtung. 
Auf jeden Fall scheint mir nur dieses Verfahren das richtige 
fiir ein solches Referat wie das heutige, welches doch eine einiger- 
maBen vollstandige Ubersicht iiber das gestellte Thema geben soli. 

Auf zwei bzw. drei Moglichkeiten laBt sich alles zuriickfiihren, 
was bisher iiber die religiose Haltung Konstantins gesagt worden 
ist. Jede der beiden eigentlichen Antworten enthalt dabei die- 
selben Unterteilungen. Im Schema dargestellt, sieht das fol- 
gendermaBen aus: 

Konstantin ist : 

/I. iiberzeufft 
A. Christ: ^ 

\2. formal \ 

\ ^ areligioser Opportunist 

/ 2. formal / ’ Machtpolitiker 

B. Nichtchrist ^ 

\ 1. iiberzeugt 

Dieses Schema macht bereits deutlich, daB die dritte Antwort 
(C) eigentlich keine besondere Gruppe darstellt, sondem nur die 
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Konsequenz aus den sich ohnehin annahemden Antworten 
A2 und B2. Denn wenn Konstantin nur formal Heide bzw. 
Christ ist, erhebt sich die Frage, wo er denn innerlich eigentlich 
steht, welches die Triebfeder fiir sein Verhalten ist. Auch die 
Ubergange von A2 zu B2 sind flieBend, so daB als eigentliche 
und miteinander konkurrierende Antworten nur die Extreme 
Al und Bl bleiben: Konstantin ist iiberzeugter Christ bzw. 
uberzeugter Heide. AuBer den Extremen gibt es naturlich auch 
die Extravaganzen. Es ist zwar schon eine Weile her, daB Mason 
uns Diokletian als Freund und Forderer der Christen vorge- 
fiihrt hat, der die Verfolgung nur deshalb in die Hand nahm, 
um die Christen zu schutzen, und dessen letzte Freude das 
Toleranzedikt von Mailand war^, aber es ist gut so, daB er es tat, 
denn sonst hatte wahrscheinlich ein anderer inzwischen diese 
extravagante Theorie aufgestellt. Ich bitte um Verzeihung, 
aber zu den Extravaganzen gehort ebenfalls die Meinung Henri 
Gr^goires von Licinius als „champion du christianisme“*. 
Von diesen Extravaganzen konnenwir hier absehen, schon weil 
sie Konstantin nicht direkt betreifen; sofem sie indirekt, was 

^ A.J. Mason, The Persecution of Diocletian, A Historical Essay, Cam- 
bridge'1876, S. 92fif., 341 f., u. 6. 

* La «conversiom de Constantin, Revue de 1* University de Bruxelles 
36 (1930/31) 268 u. 6. Selbst wenn man, wie Grygoire, voraussetzt, 
die uns uberlieferten literarischen Quellen batten das Bild des Licinius 
verf&lscht, so miiBte doch beispielsweise etwa auf dem Gebiet der Munz> 
pragungen — das von solchen spateren Verfalschungen nicht betrofifen 
werden kann — etwas von diesem Championat sichtbcur werden. Mir 
ist jedoch von Miinzpragungen christlichen Charakters aus dem Gebiet 
des Licinius nichts bekannt. (Zusatz in der Korrektur:) Vgl. jetzt den 
Aufsatz von Konrad Kraft (nicht zu verwechseln mit Heinz Kraft) 
im Jahrbuch fur Numismatik imd Geldgeschichte, hrsg. von der Baye- 
rischen Numismatischen Gesellschaft, 6/6 (1964/66) 161—178, iiber 
„Das Silbermedaillon Constcmtins des GroBen mit dem Christusmono- 
gramm auf dem Helm'' auf S. 173, Anm. 76: „In den Miinzstatten des 
Licinius hat man nur heidnische Miinzsymbolik; nicht einmal christliche 
Beizeichen. Trotzdem euierkennt ihn Grygoire als champion du chriMti- 
anisme, Licinius bevorzugt auf den Miinzen Jupiter, gerade den Gott, 
welchen Maximinus nach Lactanz 46, 2 als SchkMshtenhelfer bemiiht 
hatte. Die Jupiter-D£ustellvmgen der Miinzen des Licinius zeigen sehr 
schon, daB dieser Kaiser weit davon entfemt war, sich den religiosen 
Hintergrund des Kampfes gegen Maximinus, wie ihn Lactanz zeichnet, 
selbst zu eigen zu machen". 
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bei Gr^goire bekanntlich erheblich der Fall ist, anf seine Be- 
urteilung EinfluB haben, wird von ihnen noch zu reden sein, 
soweit das im Bahmen unserer Betrachtungen moglich ist. 
Es soil ja hier nicht eine Auseinandersetzung mit einzelnen 
Anffskssungen als solchen, sondem vielmehr eine grundsatzliche 
Abhandlung versucht werden. Sie geht von bestimmten Pro- 
blemen aus und kann auf einzelne Auffassungen nur dann ein- 
gehen, wenn diese — positiv oder negativ — etwas zur Erhelliing 
dieser Probleme beitragen. Es wird mit Absicht auch auf eine 
Einordnung der modemen Konstantin-Literatur in das an- 
gegebene Schema verzichtet, sie wurde zu viel Zeit kosten 
und uns auch letztlich nicht weiterhelfen; denn worauf es an- 
kommt, ist nicht eine Literaturiibersicht, sondem eine aus den 
Quellen erwachsende, moglichst selbstandige Stellungnahme. 

Die entscheidende Frage, um mit ihr zu beginnen, ist die 
nach den Quellen und ihrer Glaubwiirdigkeit, zugespitzt 
gesagt, die nach der Glaubwiirdigkeit der Vita Constantini des 
Euseb und der in ihr enthaltenen Urkunden. Um sie geht seit 
den Aufsatzen Gr6goires die hauptsachliche Auseinandersetzung. 
Gr^goire hat dabei von verschiedenen Seiten her Sukkurs er- 
halten, wobei allerdings zu fragen ist, ob diese Unterstiitzimg 
die Position Gr4goires tatsachlich zu verstarken geeignet ist. 

Beginnen wir mit Scheidweiler, welcher erklart: „Ich stimme 
also H. Gr4goire zu, wenn er die VC dem Eusebios abspricht, 
und kann nicht finden, daB irgend etwas Durchschlagendes 
gegen diese These vorgebracht worden ist. Es ist im ganzen 
nur ein Jonglieren mit Scheinargumenten, was man da liest, 
wie es fiir ein Zeitalter ,der erschlaffenden Kritik* (Byzantion 14 
[1939] 351) charakteristisch ist“^, also an Nachdriicklichkeit 
der Erklarung nichts zu wiinschen tibrig laBt. Seine Ausfuhrungen 
indes sind bei weitem nicht so beweiskraftig, wie es den Anschein 
hat. Die Pramissen bereits, von denen Scheidweiler ausgeht, 
sind fi-agwlirdig: er beginnt, indem er dekretiert: „Als Kyrill 
im Jahre 386 den Auftrag gab, die KG des Eusebios fortzu- 

^ Die Kirchengeschichte des Gelasios von Kaisareia, Byzfintinischo 
Zeitschrift 46 (1963) 297. 
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fuhren und zu erganzen, wird er die unter dem Namen desselben 
Eusebios gehende V(ita) C(onstantini) nicht gekannt haben; 
sonst hatte er sich m. E. den Auftrag der Erganzung erspart“^. 
Wenn er dann die schon von Heseler mit der Vita ConstarUini 
konfrontierten Partien des Gelasios neu untersucht und meint, 
„wer unvoreingenommen die Dinge betrachtet, wird zu dem 
entgegengesetzten Schlusse kommen“, als Heseler namlich, 
welcher die Vita Constantini als Vorlage betrachtet, so kann 
man nur sagen, daB Scheidweilers Unvoreingenommenheit 
nur behauptet ist. Jenes '&dvarog d'davaaiag XQeiTxcuv ist 
ihm „unnaturliche Ubertreibimg, besonders im Munde eines 
Christen“2. Nun gut, daB ein Christ in jedem Fall die VUa 
Constantini verfaBt hat, selbst wenn sie — wie Scheidweiler 
will — um 430 entstanden ist*, wird Scheidweiler nicht bestreiten 
wollen. Die AnstoBigkeit bleibt also bestehen, denn daB es sich 
bei dem Berichteten nicht um eine protokoUarische Wiedergabe 
der Worte des Konstantius bei der Begegnimg mit Konstantin, 
sondem um eine Formulierung des Schriftstellers handelt, 
ist sicher, wobei iibrigens nicht nur diese Worte „imnaturliche 
tTbertreibung“ sind, das ganze Kapitel I, 21 ist vielmehr 
poetisch genug; vgl. z. B. den Satz davor: cog <5* duiQoadoxtjrov eldev 
6 KwvardvrtogTtaQsarcora rdv7talda,iSaXX6fji€vog rfjg arQcofivfjg 
Xwv re avTov tco fwvov Xvnrjgdv avrcg iilXkovri rov piov 

djioxl&eadai (rovro <5’ ijv rov navbog anovoia) rrjg tf^x^g djio^epXjf- 
xdvai ebtcbvj evxdgicnov dveTtsfme rig deig rr^v evxrfv . .. 

Wenn Gelasios schreibt: vvv 6 ^dvardg fwi ylverai rfjg Ccoyjg 
'j^dvregog, so scheint er mir vielmehr denselben AnstoB wie 
Scheidweiler empfunden zu haben und mildert den Satz, seinen 
Inhalt iibemehmend. Genauso ist der Vorgang bei der aus 
Vita Constantini I, 14 berichteten Szene zu erklaren. Was Gela¬ 
sios schreibt, findet Scheidweiler mit Recht „schon und natiir- 
lich, das in der VC inszenierte umstandliche Manover (es handelt 
sich um die bekannte Erzahlung, wie Konstantius einen nicht 
vorhandenen Staatsschatz durch Spenden der Untertanen 
herbeizaubert und diese nach erfuUtem Zweck wieder zuriick- 


1 S. 293. * S. 294. * S. 300. 
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gibt) ist es nicht“^. Nun gut, aber soli man annehmen, daB der 
Falscher der VC aus der allgemeinen Erklarung des Konstantins 
bei Gelasios: in fjiev ovdiv rafiielov fj ‘^rjaavgov eloayayelv, del^ai 
de fjuivovrovg q>iXovg slnovra, djg iv rfj rovrcov q>eidol xal acorriQiq 6 diavkog 
avTw raiAievoixo nXomog, jene Geschichte von der Fiillung der 
Schatzkammer herausgesponnen babe, oder ist nicht vielmehr 
wahrscheinlich, daB jenes potemkinsche Finanz-Dorf dem Spateren 
in Anbetracht der tatsachlichen Finanzpraktiken jener Zeit etwas 
zu reichlich erschien und er deshalb die Erzahlung ins allgemein 
Menschenfreundliche umbog? Wir haben es zwar, meint Scheid- 
weiler, beimVerfasser der Vita Const. „mit einem gut unterrichte- 
ten Falscher zu tun**^. Mit Genugtuung fahrt er fort: „Aber ein- 
mal verrat er sich doch, namlich im 54. Kapitel des 4. Buches. 
Wenn er es hier beklagt, daB der Kaiser in seiner Arglosigkeit die 
Verstellung von Scheinchristen, die sich in die Kirche einge- 
schlichen, nicht durchschaut, sondem ihnen vertraut habe, 
so denkt er dabei nicht, wie G. Pasquali (Herm. 45 [1910] 385) 
meint, an die Athanasianer — von Menschen, ,die mit der Rein- 
heit des Glaubens am Christentum prahlen’, steht in der VC 
nichts, auch hatten die Athanasianer schon bald nach dem Konzil 
von Nikaia sich nicht mehr des WohlwoUens des Kaisers zu 
erfreuen —, sondem an die Arianer“*. Und da Euseb so im- 
moglich schreiben kann, folgert Scheidweiler, sei die Falschung 
erwiesen. Liest man aber das Kapitel IV, 64 ganz, so ist schlechter- 
dings nichts davon zu finden, daB hier — wie Scheidweiler 
glaubt — die Arianer gemeint seien, der Verweis auf I, 33 der 
Kirchengeschichte des Theodoret beweist nichts, ich mochte 
meinen selbst dann nicht, wenn man mit einer vorgefaBten 
Meinung an die Vita Constantini herangeht, so wie es Scheid¬ 
weiler tut. 

Paul Petit in seinem Aufsatz iiber Libanivs et la „Vita Con- 
stantinV^ ^ geht von der These aus, eine Urfassung der Vita von 
340 Oder davor, deren Autor unbekannt ist (vielleicht wurde sie 


1 S. 294. 

* S. 297. 

» S. 297. 

* Historia 1 (1960) 562—582. 
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uberhaupt anonym veroffentlicht), sei unter Theodosius ,,com‘ 
pl4t4e par un fanatique et enfin attribute k Eusfebe“^. Drei ver- 
schiedene Elemente finden sich n^mlich in der Vita: 1. Stiicke 
aus der Kirchengeschichte des Euseb wie aus dem Triakonta- 
eterikos („Eu8febe travaillait avec des fiches.. .certaines d’entre 
elles furent utilis4es de nouveau dans la Vita“*), 2. Stiicke, 
welche zwar nicht mit Sicherheit Euseb zugeschrieben 
werden konnten, aber bereits 348 dem Libanius in seiner OrcUto 
LIX bekannt, also entsprechend alter seien und durchaus vor 
340 angesetzt werden konnten. Aber, fragt Petit: „Cette pre¬ 
miere Vita, que nous appelons authentique parce qu’elle est 
contemporaine, est-elle Toeuvre d’Eusfebe?** und antwortet: 
„Non, sans doute, puisque saint J4r6me ne la connait pas sous 
le nom de Tevdque de Cdsaree**®, einer der Vertrauten des 
Euseb habe aus dessen Materialien, nicht ohne sie durch per- 
sonliche Zusatze zu erganzen, diese „Ur-Vita“ hergestellt. 
Halten wir einen Augenblick inne: der Hinweis auf das Fehlen 
der Vita in des Hieronymus Liste der Schriften des Euseb 
(De viris ini, 81) ist ohne Zweifel wichtig, aber bei weitem nicht 
so gewichtig, wie er hier und anderswo genommen wird. Man 
braucht des Hieronymus Verzeichnis nur einmal anzusehen, 
um seinen begrenzten Wert zu erkennen: ganze 13 Schriften 
des Euseb sind hier genannt, die tatsachliche Zahl betragt ein 
Vielfaches, soUten sie alle nicht von Euseb stammen, nur weil 
Hieronymus — iiber dessen Ltickenhaftigkeit an dieser Stelle 
nicht erst debattiert werden muB — sie nicht nennt? Et mvUa alia 
schlieBt Hieronymus seine Aufz&hlung, hier hat die Vita durch- 
auB Platz. Aber kommen wir zur dritten Gruppe von Bestand- 
teilen der Vita, wie Petit sie sieht: „enfin d’autres passages 
nous pr6sentent une image toute difiF6rente de Constantin: 
violent, brutal, acham4 k la destruction des temples, et k la 
suppression complete du culte paien“*. Und diese dritte Gruppe 
stammt eben nach Petit aus der Zeit vor Theodosius. Und da 


^ S. 581. 

* S. 680. 

» S. 681.. 
« S. 681. 
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sind wir wieder an dem methodisch wiclitigen Punkt. Wie 
Scheidweiler geht auch Petit von einem vorgefaBten Konstantin- 
Bild aus: Konstantin „est ... qualifi^ de pilleur des temples et 
son fils de destructeur des temples“ ^ - also handelt es sich bei den 
Berichten fiber die Zerstonmg des Aesculaptempels in Aegae in 
Kilikien (III, 56), die Vorgange in Heliopolis (III, 58) und Kon- 
stantinopel (III, 48; in den Anmerkungen gibt Petit mehrfach 
versehentlich das 4. Buck und die dazugehorigen Seitenzahlen 
bei Heikel an) um spatere Hinzuffigungen, denn ,,les auteurs 
qui ont attribu4 k Constantin de nombreuses destructions de 
temples sont tous trfes post4rieurs, Th4ophane, Orose, Socrate, 
Sozomfene“^. Kjonzeuge ffir Petit ist Libanius; daB er mindestens 
dasselbe Interesse hatte, Konstantins Vorgehen gegen das 
Heidentum zu verkleinem, wie Euseb, antiheidnische MaBnah- 
men Konstantins zu unterstreichen (ganz abgesehen von dem 
zeitlichen Abstand, welchen sein Bericht von den Ereignissen 
selbst hat), wird m. E. von Petit nicht genfigend beachtet. 

Aber kommen wir zu Gr^goires Argumenten selbst. 1950 
konnte Piganiol gegen Vogt und Alfoldi noch schreiben: ,,Aux 
deux auteurs il est permis enfin de reprocher d* avoir pris si 
l^gferement leur parti des graves critiques de H. Gr6goire centre 
rauthenticity de la Vita: tant que la th^se de ce savant n’aura 
pas yty ryfutye — et elle ne Test pas — elle continuera de dominer 
tout le dybat“.®. Ganz so wird man heute nicht mehr reden kon- 
nen, nachdem J. Vogt (nach mehreren Aufsatzen in dev Zeitschrift 
fUr Kirchengeschichte und anderswo, sowie seiner Gesamtdarstel- 
lung Constantin der Orofie und sein Jahrhundert, Mfinchen 1949) 
mehrfach, in der Festschrift fUrOregoire selbst 1949^, im Hermes 
1953®, in der Historia 1954* und jetzt in dem Bericht ffir den 

1 S. 679. 

* S. 680. 

* Historia 1 (1960) 96. 

* Berichte fiber ELreuzeserscheinungen aus dem 4. Jh. n. Chr., Melan¬ 
ges Henri Gregoire I, Annuaire de Tlnstitut de Philologie et d’Histoire 
Orientales et Slaves 9 (1949) 693—606. 

* Der Erbauer der Apostelkirche in Konstantinopel, Hermes 81 (1963) 
111—117. 

* Die Vita Constantin! des Eusebius fiber den Konflikt zwischen 
Constantin und Licinius, Historia 2 (1964) 463—471. 
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HistorikerkongreB, dazu Stellimg genommen, und Vittinghoff 
im Rheinischen Museum^ ausfuhrlich die Argumente Gr^goires 
untersucht hat. Das alles braucht hier nicht wiederholt zu werden. 
Hingewiesen sei niir darauf, daB gewisse methodische Bedenken 
gegen die Argumentation Gr^goires und seiner Parteiganger 
von vomherein Zweifel an der Gesamtposition erwecken muBten. 
An einigen wenigen Punkten wurde und wird eingesetzt: hier 
Oder dort, sagt man, liege ein Irrtum vor, der einem Zeitgenossen 
Konstantins nicht widerfahren konnte (z. B. im vielzitierten 
und diskutierten Bericht der Vita uber die Kriege gegen Lici- 
nius I, 48 — II, 18, im Bericht iiber den angeblichen Friedens- 
vertrag mit den Persem IV, 57 oder im Bericht iiber den Tod 
Maximians I, 47); hier hatten wir in der Vila eine Schilderung, 
welche ohne Parallele in der Kirchengeschichte des Euseb wie 
im 4. Jahrhundert iiberhaupt dastehe (der Bericht iiber die 
Kreuzesvision I, 28) — also stammte die Vita nicht von Euseb. 
Es soil hier nicht diskutiert werden, ob und wie weit Cyrill von 
Jerusalem eine Kenntnis des Berichtes der Vita voraussetzt. 
Wenn man aber schon mit seinem wirklichen oder angeblichen 
Schweigen dariiber und dem anderer Vater des 4. Jahrhimderts 
argumentierte, dann durfte man damit nicht nur operieren, 
soweit das zur Stiitzung der Leugnung der Autorschaft des 
Euseb fiir die Vita diente, sondem muBte dem Problem nach- 
gehen, wieso wir bis ins 6. und 7. Jahrhundert hinein an Stellen, 
wo ebenfalls unbedingt eine Bezugnahme auf die Kreuzes¬ 
vision zu erwarten ware, und bei Autoren, die den Bericht nach- 
weislich kennen muBten, keinerlei Bezugnahme darauf finden — 
die Aufsatze von Schrors iiber Die Bekehrung Konstantins des 
G'lofien in der Vberlieferung und Zwr Kreuzeserscheinung Konstan- 
tin d. Gr, hatten schon 1916 das wichtigste Material dafiir bereit- 
gestellt*. Das Schweigen der spateren Zeit hatte ohne weiteres die 
Argumentation mit dem Schweigen der friiheren Zeugen wenig- 
stens zura Teil entkraften miissen. 


^ Eusebius als Verfasser der „Vita Constantini“, Rheinisches Museum 
fiir Philologie N. F. 96 (1953) 330—373. 

* Zeitschrift fur katholische Theologie 40 (1916) 238—267, 485—523. 
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Weiter: Mit Recht beanstandet VittinghoflF: „Bi8her hat 
noch niemand, der bestreitet, daB Euseb die Gesamtvita ge- 
schrieben habe, angegeben, welche Teile des Enkomions nun 
eigentlich jener ,Urvita‘ angehoren und welche spatere Einschiibe 
Oder Bearbeitungen sein sollen“^. Methodische Gesichtspunkte 
hatten eine Auseinandersetzung mit all den zahlreichen fiir 
eine eusebianische Verfasserschaft der Vita sprechenden Argu- 
menten (Betonung der Person des Euseb an zahlreichen Stellen, 
die fiir die gesamte Vita vorausgesetzte politische Situation, 
die ebenso wie das gesamte Kolorit des Werkes nur der Zeit um 
340 entstammen kann usw. usw.) unbedingt gefordert. Das 
alles ist bis heute nicht geschehen, sondem einer genauen Inter¬ 
pretation wurde mit der allgemeinen Annahme eines „eusebi- 
anischen Kemes“ aus dem Wege gegangen. An die Stelle dieses 
unumganglich erforderlichen Beweisganges wurde und wird auf 
Grund isolierter Einzelargumentation das Verdikt gesetzt. 
Das aUes ist nur aus einer von vomherein feststehenden festen 
Auffassung von der religiosen Haltung Konstantins und vom 
konstantinischen Zeitalter zu erklaren. 

Gr^goires Bedeutung soli gewiB auf keine Weise bezweifelt 
Oder verkleinert werden, es bedarf hier jedoch der Feststellung, 
daB er in seinen bisherigen AuBenmgen zur Konstantin-Frage 
(nach seiner Aufsatzserie aus den 30 er Jahren) auf die Argumente 
seiner Gegner entweder gar nicht oder nur beilaufig eingeht, 
ohne sich mit ihnen auseinanderzusetzen. Charakteristisch 
scheint mir sein letzter Beitrag in den Sitzungsberichten der 
Belgischen Akademie zu sein^. Da behandelt Grdgoire das 
Thema: Uauthenticity de la Vita Constantini attribue h Eusebe 
de Cysarie^ praktisch ohne neue Argumente und wiederholt nur 
mit leichten Variationen seine alte Position. Er geht von den 
Arbeiten seiner „excellents 616ves et collaborateurs“ Moreau und 


1 S. 331. 

* Vgl. sein Buch Les persecutions dans 1* empire Remain, Acad^mie 
Roycde de Belgique, Classe des Lettres ..., Memoires 46, 1. Brussel 1951, 
Note compiementaire 12 S. 163 — 166. 

* Academie Royale de Belgique, Bulletin de la Classe des Lettres ... 
6. Ser. Bd. 39, 1963, Brussel 1963, S. 462—479. 
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Orgels aus^, ,,dont les d^couvertes marquent certainement une 
phase nouvelle et, je I’esp^re, definitive, dans la critique des 
sources de la trop fameuse ,con version* Franchi de Cavalieri 
und Alfoldi, ,,le chef de I’^cole apologetique** werden kurz er- 
wahnt®, der bisherige Irrweg der Forschung daraus erklart, dafi 
sie des Laktanz De mortibua perseciUorum erst seit rund 300 Jah- 
ren kenne und seitdem zu wenig benutzt habe*. Es folgen dann 
die bekannten Argumente: Die Kreuzesvision der Vita werde 
weder in der Kirchengeschichte des Euseb® noch in der Zeit 
danach® erwahnt. Hieronymus nenne in De triris irdustribus die 
Vita nicht, Rufin benutze sie ebensowenig in seiner tJbertragung 
der Kirchengeschichte’ wie spatere Autoren®. Grelasios verrate 
zwar eine Kenntnis der Vision®, aber da er sich weder auf Euseb 
noch auf Konstantin berufe, sondem nur eine allgemeine Er- 
orterung gebe, sei klar, dafi er die Vila nicht kenne: „M. Scheid- 
weiler a cent fois raison**^®. Diese ,,unanime conspiration de 
silence** konne nicht daraus erklart werden, daB Euseb wegen 
seines Arianismus verdachtig gewesen sei^: 

„Le mo ins qu*on puisse dire est que ces cent ann^es d*oubli ou 
de mystere ont du singuli^rement accroitre les chances de re> 
touches, de remcuiiements profonds d’un livre dont personne ne 
conteste, par ailleurs, qu’il rappelle fort, dans beaucoup de ses 
parties, le style et lamaniere d’Eus^be (mais non du meilleur). 
Certes, Tart, comme disait Mgr Duchesne, de la circonlocutionetde 
la reticence, Tonunission syst^matique des noms propres, des fails 
precis, des dates exactes, ainsi que la tendance tres personnelle, y 
denoncent tout au moins un homme de la trempe de ce pr61at- 
courtisan, ennemi CK;ham6 des Egytiens, c'est>&-dire, d’Alexandre 
et d'Athcuiase, ennemi en somme de la th^ologie nic^nienne et 
partisan de tons les eissouplissements de la doctrine que r^clamait 
r unitarisme de Constantin; tons ces traits appcurtiennent incon- 
testablement k la figure d’Eusebe. Nous admettons done, dans la 
Fito, un noyau eus6bien, mais nous conseillons k nos contradic- 
teurs de se contenter de ce compromis, car s’ils voulaient trop 
prouver, c’est-4-dire soutenir Tauthenticit^ absolue et Thistori- 
cit6 litt^rale, nous n’aurions pas de peine k leur montrer que 
cette position est ind6fendable“ 


» S. 462. » S. 
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Orgels habe beispielsweise Franchi de Cavalieris Versuch, den 
Bericht der Vita iiber die Kriege von 314 und 324 zu recht- 
fertigen, widerlegt. Gr^goire stellt dann den Stand der Frage 
noch einmal dar^ unter kurzem Eingehen auf CavaJieri und 
unter Bezugnahme auf Orgels und schlieBt seinen Gedanken- 
gang mit der Anrede an Cavalieri, dieser miisse dock zustimmen, 

„que le compilateur capable ou coupable dVne falsification 
historique aussi 6vidente que celle qui vient d’etre mise k nu, 
ne saurait etre le consciencieux auteur del*Hwtoire eccUsiastique, 
Eusebe deC^sar^e, d’autant plus que ce foedisaimus error, conune 
disait Valesius, est loin d’etre le seul qu’on releve dans la Vita. 

Nous 6tions done charitables, M. William Seston et moi, en 
affirmant que cette Vie l^gendaire et ultra-tendancieuse, ignor6e 
de tous, y compris S. Ambroise, S. J6r6me, G41ase de C6s£U'6e et 
S. Augustin, au cours du si^cle qui a suivi la mort d’Eusebe de 
C^sar^e, doit etre au moins en partie \m produit du d6but du V® 
siecle — veritable pendant chr6tien de VHistoria Augusta, 

Mais de toutes manieres, il ne sera plus permis ... de la consi- 
d6rer conune ime source historique, et d’oser mettre cette in- 
qui^tante rhapsodie en balance avec le t^moignage d’un Lac- 
tance“ *. 

Erst der letzte kurze Absatz des Aufsatzes geht auf neue Ge- 
sichtspunkte ein und gibt zu, daB man Authentizitat und 
Historizitat unterscheiden miisse. Die Frage der Vita konne 
nicht von der der letzten Schriften Eusebs getrennt werden. 
Hier bestanden, was Piganiol ans Licht gezogen habe, ,,nom- 
breuses analogies avec le discours des Tricennales de 335 (ou 
rguzxovToeTTjQixog) et le avyyQafJLfMi Paai2,ix6v qui lui est accol4 
dans les manuscrits“®. Auch hier, in diesen an den noch 
lebenden Konstantin gerichteten Schriften werde das Labarum 
und die ihm vorangehende Wundererscheinimg „par im auda- 
cieux anachronisme“ in den Feldzug von 312 vorverlegt*. 

Wie findet sich nun Gr^goire mit diesen beiden Schriften 
von 336 ab, mit denen ja die Theophanie eng verbunden ist 


1 S. 471fr. 

* S. 477 f. 
» S. 478. 

* S. 478. 
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(„qui sert de source au avyygafAfia PaaiXixdv*'^), und die in ihrer 
Gesamtheit eine starke Stiitze der Darstellung der Vita bedeuten? 
Us „ne semblent pas avoir publics par Tauteur, ni connus 
auIV® sifecle“*, erklart er zunachst und dekretiert dann: ^Mais, 
entre ces Merits de 336, et siutout la Qeapdveia ... et les falsi¬ 
fications historiques de la Vita Constantini, il y a beaucoup de 
chemin, le chemin que fait Thistoire vers la Idgende en un 
sidcle, mais non en trois ans*'^. Nun, fiber den ersten Satz kann 
man diskutieren, der zweite dagegen scheint mir eine Ver¬ 
ge waltigung desTatbestandes. Es scheint mir vielmehr ein gerader 
Weg von der Kirchengeschichte fiber die Schriften von 336 zur 
Vita zu ffihren. Die Auffassung, die wir in der Vita finden, ist 
hier vorbereitet, zumal jene Reden im Genus der Vita ja ver- 
wandt sind. Angenommen, die Vita sei das Werk eines FaJschers 
aus dem beginnenden 6. Jahrhundert, wie erklart es sich, daB 
die Handschriften die Reden von 336 anschlieBend an die Vita 
bieten? Man mfiBte dann annehmen, daB der Falscher, nachdem 
er Eusebs Materialsammlung zur Vita bzw. seine erste Nieder- 
schrift dazu erweitert, umgestellt und in der Grundfassung 
vollig verandert hatte, dennoch seelenruhig die eusebianischen 
Originale angeschlossen habe. Das scheint mir imhistorisch 
gedacht. Man kann nicht folgem, wie Gr^goire seinen Auisatz 
schlieBt: „Lesavocats de I’authencit^ seraient forces de r6p4ter 
le jugement de Burckhardt: ,Er (sc. Euseb) ist der erste durch 
und durch unredliche Geschichtsschreiber des Altertum8‘“\ 
sondem muB mindestens auch die Schriften von 335 ffir ge- 
falscht erklaren — was Gr^goire nicht tut und was auch nicht 
wohl moglich ist. Tut man das jedoch nicht, so untergrabt man 
nur seine eigene Position und starkt, ohne es zu woUen, die der 
Verteidiger der Authentizitat. 

Solange Gregoire nicht auf die mit seiner Bestreitung der 
Vita gegebenen Fragen, sowie auf die dagegen vorgebrachten 


1 S. 478. 
* Ebda. 

» Ebda. 

^ Ebda. 
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Argumente in voUem Umfang eingeht^ und imstande ist, sie 
zu entkraften, bzw. seine Position nach alien Richtungen hin 
auszubauen und unter den angegebenen Gesichtspunkten zu 
begrtinden, scheint mir seine These unhaltbar. Er sieht nur 
seine Position und nimmt alles andere einfach nicht zurKennt- 
nis. Besonders auffallig ist, daB er in seinem Aufsatz, der im 
Juli 1953 in der Belgischen Akademie vorgetragen wurde, mit 
keinem Wort auf den ihm bekannten Londoner Pap 3 rrus 878 
Bezug nimmt der doch mindestens hatte erwahnt, wenn nicht 
ausfuhrlich diskutiert werden miissen. 

Jener Londoner Papyrus 878 hat uns namlich eine unerwartete 
Kontrollmoglichkeit fiir die Thesen Gregoires an die Hand 
gegeben. Gleichsam auf dem Wege des Experiments kann — 
zwar nur an einer Stelle, aber einer methodisch bedeutsamen — 
die Position Gregoires nachgepriift werden. Die Vorgeschichte 
der Deutung jenes Papyrus braucht hier nicht wiederholt zu 
werden, sie ist wohl bekannt. Im Journal of Ecclesiastical 
History ist nun endlich auch der Aufsatz von Jones zusammen 
mit einer neuen Lesung des Textes durch Skeat erschienen*. 
DaB es sich beim Papyrus 878 des Britischen Museums um ein 
Stuck aus dem Vita Const. II, 24flF. wiedergegebenen sog. Edikt 
Konstantins an die Orientalen von 324 handelt, kann tiber- 
haupt keinem Zweifel mehr unterliegen. Die Fragen zum Text, 

^ Charakteristisch ist die dem Aufsatz (S. 478 f.) angeschlossene 
Bibliographie, die zwar eine Reihe von Arbeiten nennt, darunter jedoch 
keine von Alfoldi, Vogt usw., aber auch auf sie nicht n^er eingeht. 
Hier erklart Gr^goire, er wolle Orgels die Sorge iiberlassen, textes en 
mains** die Argumentation von Cavalieri ^charge brillante, vraiment 
«chevaleresque* mais d6sesp6r6e*‘ zu widerlegen, wenn er hinzufugt: 
,,Un simple rapprochement avec Socrate et Sozomene aurait fait voir k 
notre illustre maitre combien Valesius aveut raison, Valesius mort avant 
la d^couverte de Lactance** (S. 479), so ist das nur behauptet und kann 
auf keine Weise iiberzeugen. Wenn Gr^goiro dann weiter sagt, Orgels 
habe die Beziehungen zwischen der Vita und den letzten Schriften Eusebs 
,,admirablement 6tudi6** (S. 479), ohne das irgendwie naher zu behandeln, 
so bleibt unwillkiirlich, wie auch sonst mehrfach, der Eindruck des Aus- 
weichens zimick. 

* Zwar ist Jones’ Aufsatz erst spdter (1954) erschienen, am 8. April 
1952 hat Jones jedoch in der Th6ono6 in Brussel in Gegenwajrt Gregoires 
seine Entdeckung vorgetragen, vgl. Nouvelle Clio 5 (1953) 1—4. 

» 5 (1954) 196—200. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



564 


K. Aland 


die ich nach der ersten Lesung Skeats vorgebracht habe^, sind 
nach der neuen Lesung Skeats erledigt. Ja, Skeat vermag 
sogar wahrscheinlich zu machen, daB die erste Kolumne des 
Papyrus den Anfang des Ediktes vollstandig enthalten hat. 
Der Text des Ediktes ist bekanntlich auf die Riickseite einer 
ins Jahr 319/20 zu datierenden Eingabe der Stadt Arsinoe 
geschrieben, und zwar von nichtliterarischer Hand offensicht- 
lich wenig spater. Wir haben also eine wahrscheinlich unmittel- 
bar nach Verolfentlichung des Ediktes vorgenommene Ab- 
schrift vor uns, und zwar vom Edikt selbst, nicht aus der Vita, 
Wie sagte Gr^goire friiher iiber das Edikt an die Orientalen? 
Es sei eine Falschung, „in alien Stiicken erfunden, ebenso wie 
der groBte Teil der Urkunden der Und wie hat er 1952 

in der Sitzung der Th6ono6 auf den Bericht von Jones fiber den 
Papyrus 878 reagiert? ,,Qu’il faut nettement distinguer entre 
le texte meme de la vita et les documents ins4r63 dans la vita“*. 
Nun, das ist, wenn auch eine Riickzugsposition, so doch ohne 
Zweifel richtig. Aber niemand wird wohl widersprechen konnen, 
wenn Jones sagt: „It does not of course prove that the Life 
in which they are quoted is a work of Eusebius, but I find it 
difficult to believe that a later forger would have troubled to 
search out the originals of old documents and copy them in 
extenso“^ 

Nun hat Gr^goires Schuler Moreau in einer Diskussion in 
Rom eingewandt, der Papyrus 878 sei bei weitem nicht so 
wichtig, wie es scheme, denn er biete einen Text, der auch in 
der Kirchengeschichte stehe. Wie das in Diskussionen zu sein 
pflegt, war keine Moglichkeit zu naheren Auseinandersetzungen 
dariiber, wenn Moreau seine These schriftlich vorgelegt hat, 
wird man weitersehen. DaB der Papyrus 878 eine Form des 
Textes bietet, wie er dem der Handschriften F (Parisinus 1433) H 

^ Vgl. Eine Wende in der Konstcuitin-Forschung, Forschungen und 
Fortschritte 28 (1964) 213—217. 

* Eusebe n’est pas I’auteur de la tVita Constantini» dans sa forme 
actuelle et Constantin ne s*est pas <converti» en 312, Byzantion 13 (1938) 
682. 

^ La Nouvelle Clio 6 (1963) 216. 

^ S. 200. 
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(Parisinus 1431) L (Laurentianus LXX 20) entspricht (in der 
Schwartzschen Ansgabe der Kirchengeschichte = DBE), darauf 
babe ich 1964 bereits hingewiesen. Denn in II, 28, 2 (Heikel 
S. 63, 10) fehlt bei ihnen wie im Papyrus das rm dvvdfiei, 
welches die ubrigen Handschriften geschlossen haben. Die 
Gruppe FHL (zu der noch andere spatere Handschriften kom- 
men) bietet nun eine separate Uberlieferung des Ediktes, wobei 
H auf Blatt 269 b—276 a das Edikt anschlieBend an die Kirchen¬ 
geschichte und vor dem Text der Laus Constantini bietet (die 
Einzelheiten sind bei Heikel bzw. Schwartz nachzulesen), F bietet 
anschlieBend die Kirchengeschichte Theodorets, L das Buch 
liber die Paldstinensischen Mdrtyrer. Nun ist es richtig, daB 
in H anschlieBend an das Edikt die SchluBbemerkung: TiXoq 
avv rrjg 8X'i]g ixxh^aiaarixfjg laroqiag Evoepiov rov nafjuplXov 
ijroi xwv 8exa rd/Mov steht, die zeigt, daB der Schreiber von 
H meinte, die Kirchengeschichte gehe bis hierher. Auch L hat 
einen ahnlichen SchluB; Evaepiov ixxXrjaiaarixfjg laroglag PifiXiov 
6ixarov, daB diese Handschrift aber darin im Gegensatz zu 
H unsicher war, geht aus der Bemerkung vor der Wieder- 
gabe des Ediktes hervor: riXog rov X rdfwv (s. die Einzelheiten 
im Apparat zur Schwartzschen Ausgabe). DaB FHL eine Sonder- 
liberlieferung auch im Vergleich zur Kirchengeschichte des 
Euseb bieten, ist klar, daB es sich aber um eine Sonderiiber- 
lieferung handelt, die gegeniiber dem Zeugnis der anderen Hand¬ 
schriften nicht emsthaft ins Gewicht fallt, ebenso. Nehmen 
wir jedoch einmal an, jene Bemerkung in H spiegele wirklich 
den ursprunglichen Zustand (was unwahrscheinlich ist, vgl. den 
verschiedenen Fortgang von H und L), was ergabe sich daraus? 
Doch nur, daB Euseb sich auch mit dem Gedanken getragen 
hatte, auch das Edikt an die Provinzialen in seine Kirchen¬ 
geschichte aufzunehmen, d. h. eine Verstarkung des euse- 
bianischen Charakters der Vita Constantini, Irgendeine Ent- 
krafbung des Beweischarakters des Pap. 878 fiir die Vita folgt 
nicht daraus. Denn der Papyrus stellt zweifelsohne eine selb- 
standige Abschrift aus dem Edikt selbst dar. 

Fassen wir zusammen, denn wir verweilen bereits zu lange 
bei der Vita Constantini: Der AngriflF Gr^goires und derer, die 
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seine Position teilen, gegen die Authentizitat der Vita Con- 
stantini ist mit ungeniigenden Mitteln vorgetragen, erweckt 
schwere methodische Bedenken und ist am Experiment, das 
uns der Pap 3 rru 8 878 anzustellen ermoglicht, als verfehlt nach- 
gewiesen. Es ist schon so, wie VittinghoflF am SchluB seines Anf- 
satzes feststellt, „da6 alle Argumente gegen eine Abfassung 
der Vita Constantini durch Eusebius nur Scheinargumente 
sind. Eusebius, Bischof von Caesarea und Vertrauter Constan¬ 
tins, hat die Schrift Ei; tov ^lov tov fioxiiQlGV Kwvaravrlvov PaoiXiax; 
unmittelbar nach dem Tode des Kaisers geschrieben“ 

Was das nun fiir unsere Frage nach der religiosen Haltung 
Konstantins bedeutet, ist damit noch nicht entschieden. Metho- 
disch scheint mir Heikel in der Einleitung zu seiner Ausgabe, 
die Gr^goire iibrigens unnotig scharf angreiff^, den richtigen 
Standpunkt einzunehmen, wenn er an die Vita denselben grund- 
satzlichen MaBstab wie an die Panegyriker anlegt: „Wie es 
uns aber nicht in den Sinn kommen kann, von jenen Pan- 
egyrikem eine genau abgewogene historische Treue der Dar- 
stellung zu fordem, so diirfen wir nicht auBer acht lassen, daB 
Eusebius in formeller Hinsicht unter ahnlichem Banne der 
Litteraturgattung und des Zeitgeschmacks stand***. Genau so 
zutreflfend ist es jedoch, wenn Heikel Euseb iiber jene Pan¬ 
egyriker erhebt, denn tatsachlich hat er mehr gewollt und trotz 
des Enkomion-Charakters seiner Schrift bezieht er beispiels- 
weise in seiner programmatischen Erklarung in I, 11 und auch 
sonst eine Position, die ihn weit iiber die Panegyriker erhebt 
und seiner Wahrheitsliebe ein ehrendes Zeugnis ausstellt. In 
Summa mit den Worten Heikels: „Eine vollsttodige, ruhige, 
unparteiliche Biographie des Constantin zu schreiben, hat er 
nicht versprochen — und darum haben wir kein Recht, eine solche 

1 Rhein. Mus. N. F. 96 (1953) 373. 

* „La moins definitive qui 8oit“, Heikel sei fur einen „em8thaften 
Riickschritt^ der Forschung verantwortlich, „Eusebe n’est pas 1’auteur 
..S. 682. Natiirlich wird boi einer Neuausgabe, wie sie von der Kom- 
mission fiir spatantike Religionsgeschichte vorbereitet wird, viel zu tun 
sein, vgl. z. B. nur Heikels Ncichtrage in TU 36, 4, Leipzig 1911, und die 
sich aus ihnen ergebenden Folgerungen. 

» GCS 7, S. XLIX. 
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in seiner Schrift zu suchen nnd, wenn wir sie nicht finden, 
ihn zu schmahen. Aber Kritik ihm gegentiber zu tiben, das ist 
unsere Pflicht“^. 

In der Tat wird man aus Euseb nun nicht ohne weiteres und 
direkt die religiose Haltimg Konstantins ablesen konnen. Denn 
er wahlt aus, kommentiert auf seine Weise, stellt bestimmte 
Ziige in den Vordergrund, wie er es in I, 11 ja auch mit aller 
erstaunlichen Deutlichkeit hervorhebt. Das ware an einigen 
Beispielen handgreiflich zu erlautem und ist im Lauf der Genera- 
tionen von den Euseb und die Vita kritisierenden Gelehrten 
auch geniigend geschehen. In Summa ware dazu zu sagen, daQ 
Euseb nach seiner Erklarung von I, 11 zu einem solchen Ver- 
fahren durchaus im Recht ist, aber wir unsererseits miissen die 
in I, 11 gegebene reaervatio mentalis stets in Rechnung setzen 
und versuchen, durch Abstriche die bei Euseb imd jener Zeit 
iiberhaupt nicht zu erwartende objektive Betrachtimg der 
Dinge zu erreichen. Selbst da, wo Euseb nicht selbst spricht, 
sondem nur Fakten berichtet, gilt es stets zu prufen, ob diese 
Fakten nur dieser von Euseb gegebenen Auslegung oder nicht 
auch einer anderen fahig sind. Ja selbst da, wo Konstantin 
selbst redet, bei seinem Selbstzeugnis, werden wir von Fall 
zu Fall prufen miissen, ob dieses Selbstzeugnis nicht durch 
andere Fakten — seien sie bei Euseb berichtet oder nicht — 
zu erganzen oder zu korrigieren ist. Immerhin ist eindeutig, 
daB die Untersuchung jener Selbstzeugnisse fiir die Frage nach 
der religiosen Haltung Konstantins die groBte Emte verspricht. 
Schon Heikel hatte in den Prolegomena zu seiner Ausgabe einen 
Ansatz dazu untemommen. Baynes hatte dann seiner tJber- 
zeugung Ausdruck gegeben, „that the true starting-point for 
any comprehension of the reign must be Constantine’s own letters 
and edicts**^. Was er 1929 in Kiirze durchgefuhrt hatte, ist dann 
1954 von Hermann Dorries in aller Ausfiihrlichkeit geschehen® 

1 GCS 7, S. L. 

* Raleigh Lecture on history. Proceedings of the British Academy 
1920, S. 344. 

’ Das Selbstzeugnis Kaiser Konstantins. Abhandlungen der Akademie 
der Wissenschaften in Gottingen, Phil.-hist. Klasse, dritte Folge Nr. 34, 
Gottingen 1054. 
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und 1955 von Heinz Krafts — wenigstens fiir einen 
Ausschnitt — wiederholt worden. Selbst wenn man fragt, 
ob die von Domes im zweiten Teil seines Buches — ,,1^^ 
Zeugnis“ — gegebene systematische Zusammenstellung und 
Ausdeutung der Zeugnisse wirklich ein objektives Bild Kon¬ 
stantins gibt und ob das Christentum Konstantins hier nicbt 
etwas zu „verklart“ erscheint, wird der erste Teil des Werkes 
mit der Behandlimg der Briefe, Urkimden, Reden, (Jesetze 
und Inschriften Konstantins ktinftig die Grundlage fur alles 
weitere bedeuten^. Mit Riicksicht auf die hier gegebene Behand- 
limg, deren Ausfuhrlichkeit fiir ein Referat wie das heutige 
ohnehin ohne Konkurrenzmoglichkeit ist (lediglich bei den 
Inschriften ware einiges nachzutragen), mit Riicksicht aber 
auch auf die Kiirze der hier zur Verfiigung stehenden Zeit soli 
all dieses wichtige Material — mit Ausnahme einiger Urkunden 
aus der Friihzeit, auf die wir noch zu sprechen kommen miissen — 
hier beiseite gelassen werden. Es sollen nur die beiden Gebiete 
kurz herangezogen werden, die Dorries aus seiner Betrachtung 
ausdriicklich ausschlieQt^, die Miinzen und die Kirchenbauten 
Konstantins. 


Leider sind wir nun liber die Kirchenbauten Konstantins 
noch keineswegs geniigend im Bilde. Selbst bei Euseb werden 
nur acht Kirchenbauten mit Namen genannt, vier von ihnen 
beschreibt er ausfiihrlicher, und auch diese leider nicht so 
(denken wir z. B. nur an die Grabeskirche), daB damit alle 
Probleme gelost waren, sondem so, daB die Diskussionen nur 
neuen NahrstofiF bekommen. Sie liegen samtlich im Osten, liber 

^ Kaiser Konstantins religidse Entwickliing, Beitrage zur Historischen 
Theologie 20, Tubingen 1956 (war bei Abfassung des Referates noch 
nicht zuganglich). 

* Das soil nicht bedeuten, dafi hier nicht weiter gecu'beitet werden 
konnte und muBte. Zur Gesetzgebung Konstantins vgl. zuletzt Arnold 
Ehrhardt, Constantin d. Gr. Religionspolitik und Gesetzgebung, Zeit- 
schrift der Savigny-Stifbung fur Rechtsgeschichte, Romanistische Ab- 
teilung 72 (1955) 127—190 (erst nach AbschluB des Mcuiuskripts erschie- 
nen). 

» S. 14. 
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den Westen — denken wir beispielsweise an Rom: Laterans- 
basilika, Peterskirche usw. — erhalten wir keine Mitteilungen. 
Jedoch ist deutlich, was eigentlich keiner Erlauterung bedarf, 
daQ namlich das konstantinische Zeitalter eine Epoche zahl- 
reicher Kirchenneubauten ist, kleinerer, auf die Initiative der 
Gremeinden und kirchlichen Amtstrager zuriickgehender, und 
groBer, bei denen die groBartige Durchfiihrung, ja manchmal 
sogar schon die Wahl des Bauplatzes nur mit Hilfe der staatlichen 
Organe moglich war. Denken wir nur an die konstantinische 
Peterskirche, die am Abhang des vatikanischen Hiigels errichtet 
wurde, so daB, ehe der Bau beginnen konnte, gewaltige Erd- 
bewegungen erforderlich wurden und ein bis zum Baubeginn 
benutzter Friedhof geschlossen werden muBte. Er verschwand 
unter den Erdmassen, ein ftir die Hauptstadt uniibersehbares 
Zeichen fiir die neue Zeit. Bedauerlicherweise haben wir bis 
heute, trotz aller Untersuchungen zu den einzelnen Kirchen, 
kein Werk, welches die Kirchenbauten der konstantinischen 
Zeit einer zusammenfassenden Untersuchung bzw. Darstellung 
unterzoge. Crowfoot in seinen jEarli/ Churches of Palestine^ 
behandelt nur einen Ausschnitt, der Aufsatz von L. Volkl iiber 
Die konstantinischen Kirchenbauten nach Eusebius^ bedeutet 
zwar einen sehr wichtigen Anfang, aber eben doch nur einen 
Anfang. 

Jener Bautatigkeit der Christen, die nun im vollsten Licht 
der Offentlichkeit stattfand, kommt — um von anderem zu 
schweigen — eine nicht hoch genug einzuschatzende propa- 
gandistische Wirksamkeit zu. Sie demonstriert auch dem ein- 
fachsten Menschen einpragsam, welcher Wandel sich vollzogen 
hat. Schrors — er sei als Beispiel fiir andere gewahlt — wies 
seinerzeit einen Hinweis auf die Kirchenbauten Konstantins 
aJs Beweis fiir sein christliches Bekenntnis damit zuriick, daB 
,,ein Herrscher ... unabhangig von seiner personlichen Gesin- 
nung an hervorragenden Statten des Reiches Kirchen errichten“ 
konnte, wie seine Vorganger Tempel: ,,An der Hedwigskirche in 
Berlin liest man: Friderici regie clementiae monumentum, Danach 

^ London 1941, Schweich Lectures von 1937. 

* Rivista di Archeologia Christiana 29 (1953) 49—66, 187—206. 
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ware der unglaubige PreuBenkonig ein tadelloser Christ oder gar 
Katholik gewesen“^. Diese Argumentationsweise ist typisch, 
wir werden ihr nachher, wenn wir nach historischen Parallelen 
fiir Konstantin fragen, wieder begegnen. So viel ist an Schrors 
Vergleich richtig: wenn Konstantin heidnische Tempel gebaut 
hatte, so brauchte das in einer Zeit, die maBgeblich vom Heiden- 
tum bestimmt war, nicht mehr zu bedeuten als der Ban der 
Hedwigskirche durch den Rationalisten Friedrich II. Das ist 
eben eine Konzession an die Zeit, an einfluBreiche, die ofiFentliche 
Meinung bestimmende Faktoren, die fiir die eigentliche Haltung 
des Herrschers nicht beweisend ist. Am Rande bemerkt: Es 
ist nicht so, daB man bei Konstantin so verfahrt, man bekommt 
vielmehr jede das Heidentum nur irgendwie begunstigende 
Handlung umfangreich als Beweis fiir eine heidnische Haltung 
Konstantins vorgerechnet, ich erinnere nur an den dadovxoq 
Nikagoras von Eleusis^. Konstantin handelt aber eben nicht 
so, sondem dem die OflFentlichkeit beherrschenden Heidentum 
^ntgegen. Das ist genauso zu werten, als wenn Friedrich H. 
in Berlin oder anderswo der Vemunft ofiFentliche Kultstatten 
errichtet hatte. Nur so ist der Schrors’sche Vergleich richtig und 
nur von hier aus kommt man zu richtigen Persi)ektiven. 

Zum Zeugnis der Miinzen hat Lietzmann einst gesagt: „Wir 
werden uns also sagen miissen: Konstantin hat die Miinzen 
nicht zum Zeugnis seiner religiosen tJberzeugung gemacht, und 
alle Schliisse der Art sind abwegig. Auf den Miinzen ist er nach- 
weislich zuriickhaltender gewesen wie in seinen sonstigen Hand- 
lungen und Staatsakten“®. Hans v. Schoenebeck hatte dann in 
seinen Beitr&gen zur Religions'politik des Maxentitis und Con¬ 
stantin^ ausfiihrlich das Zeugnis der Miinzen imtersucht. Sein 
Resultat ist, in einigen Satzen zusammengefaBt, folgendes: 

^ Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie 40 (1916) 617 Anm. 2. 

* Vgl. J. Baillet, Constantin et le Dadouque d’Eleusis. Comptes Ren- 
dus de I’Acad^mie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 1922, S. 282 — 296. 
Selbst der Abschwachungsversuch von P. Graindor, Constcuitin et le 
dadouque Nicagoras, Byzantion 3 (1926) 209 — 214, ist bezeichnend. 

» SBA S. 273. 

* Klio, Beiheft 43, Leipzig 1939. 
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Einer Untersuchiing der Mtinzen sind ziinachst die Kleingeld- 
emissionen zugrunde zu legen, die Emissionen in Gk>ld wie die 
GroBbronzen unterliegen anderen Gesetzen, da es sich hier 
um Sonderemissionen handelt^. Diese Kleingeldemissionen spie- 
gebi bis 324 vielfach die Auseinandersetzungen wider nnd 
werden oft direkt zum Mittel im politischen Kampf. Ftir Kon¬ 
stantins wie fur Konstantin ist zunachst Mars als gallische Gott- 
heit bezeichnend^, daneben tritt, nnd zwar offensichtlich als 
personliche Wahl, fiir Konstantin der Sol invictits^, Um 319 
beginnt aus den Reichs- nnd Sonderemissionen die alte Gotter- 
welt auszuscheiden (in den lokalen Emissionen halten sie sich 
bis nach 324^), zimehmend dringen christliche Zeichen vor. 
Die Staatskanzlei scheint damals durch einen ErlaB den Ge- 
brauch christlicher Symbole freigegeben zu haben, zwei von 
den neuen Pragestatten machen davon Grebrauch®. Thessalonich, 
wo Konstantin damals weilt, hat das Christogramm am haufig- 
sten®, in Rom dagegen gibt es bis zum Tode Konstantins keine 
Stadtemission mit christlichem SymboU, auch Gallien ist be- 
tont konservativ®. Ldcinius pr^gt damals die letzte Miinze mit 
der Darstellung eines Kaisers beim Opfer®. Mit dem Sieg liber 
Licinius horen die rasch wechselnden Emissionen auf, es kommt 
„zu einem fast volligen Schwinden der Tagespolitik aus dem 
Bild- und Schiiftformelbestand. Endlich wird auch die Linie 
voUiger religionspolitischer Neutralitat streng eingehalten. Alle 
heidnischen Bilder sind aus der Pragimg verschwunden und nur 
in Sonderemissionen kommen christliche Elemente hinein, bis 
schlieBlich gegen Ende der Regierung Constantins die christ- 
lichen Embleme im Zeichen des errungenen Sieges wieder in 
den Vordergrund drangen“^®. Dabei wurden die Aussagen der 
Mtinzen von den Christen sorgfaltig beachtet und wo irgend 


moglich christlich gedeutet^. 


> S. 62f. 

’ S. 62. 

* S. 32. 

8 S. 60, 62. 

* S. 35. 

• S. 49. 

‘ S. 39. 

S. 68. 

» S. 47. 

“ S. 66. 

* S. 49. 
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In mehrfachen Untersuchungen hat nun Alfoldi^ nachzuweisen 
gesucht, daB sich bereits in allerfriihester Zeit auf den Miinzen 
ein betontes Bekenntnis Konstantins zum Christentum finde: 
„We can prove beyond a doubt, by the evidence of coin-types 
appearing soon after (jener von Euseb beschriebenen Vision), 
that Constantine caused the monogram of Christ to be inscribed 
on his helmet before the decisive battle with Maxentius“^. 
Das Christogramm „on issues of coins from all quarters, soon 
after the defeat of Maxentius, loudly and unmistakably pro¬ 
claimed where Constantine stood“®. Es ist nun die Frage, ob 
Alfoldis Fnihansetzung zu Recht besteht^. Bruun hat in seiner 
Untersuchung der zu Arles gepragten Miinzen Konstantins 
jedenfalls feststellen zu konnen gemeint, daB die Miinzen mit 
dem Re vers Victoriae laetae 'principis perpetui in Arles erst 
321—322 gepragt seien und ,,that we have every reason to 
believe that the coins of this type struck in other mints of the 
Empire were contemporaryDer Trierer Pragimg von 313 
billigt er die Moglichkeit einer Ausnahme zu, es ist jedoch 
deutlich, daB er auch hier skeptisch ist. 

Nun ist Bruuns Behauptung der spaten Pragung jener Vic- 
toriae-laetae-Munzen zumindest in ihrer Verallgemeinerung pro- 
blematisch, ebenso wie seine weiteren Folgerungen etwas 
zweifelhaft sihd: ,,Thus it is noteworthy that Constantine did 
not introduce any signs that could be interpreted as pro-Chri¬ 
stian until 321 at the earliest. This is all the more remarkable 
as the Council of Arelate in 314 would have provided him with 

' The Helmet of Constantine with the Christian Monogram, Joumal of 
Roman Studies 22 (1932) 9 — 23; Hoc signo victor eris. Beitrage zur Ge- 
schichte der Bekehrung Konstcmtins des GroBen, Pisciculi (Fr. J. Dolger 
zum 60. Geburtstage), Miinchen 1939, S. 1—18; Rivista italiana di 
numismatica 1921,7ff., 46ff.; The Conversion of Constantine and Pagan 
Rome, Oxford 1948, vgl. S. 17, 27, 40f. u. 6. 

* The Conversion S. 17. * S. 27. 

* (Zusatz in der Korrektur:) Die Polemik Bruuns gegen Alfoldi wegen 
der „Steme“ am Helm Konstantins bzw. Alfoldis Betrachtungen dariiber, 
ob es sich dabei um die Reduktion eines Christogrammes handelt, scheinen 
mir nach dem Befund, den das Silbermedaillon von 315 in Miinchen 
bietet, erledigt, vgl. K. Kraft S. 167ff. 

® P. Bruun, The Constantinian Coinage of Arelate, Helsinki 1953, S. 50. 
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an admirable excuse for doing 8o“^. Denn jenes bescheidene 
Konzil von Arles mit seinen wenigen Teilnehmem diirfte besten- 
falls in der Stadt selbst aufgefallen sein, eine Bedeutung fiir 
die Offentlichkeit kommt ihm nicht zu. 

Aber gleich, wie dem ist, die Miinzen jener Fnihzeit geben 
ohnehin keine eindeutige Aussage, weil — wie vorhin berichtet — 
die heidnischen Symbole noch eine Reihe von Jahren fort- 
dauem und Konstantin zusammen mit den alten Gottem ebenso 
wie mit dem Sol invictus erscheint. Wir werden uns bei der 
Behandlung der Frage des Sonnenkultes dem Problem der 
Miinzen noch einmal zuwenden. Dann wird sich, meine ich, 
zeigen, daB ihr Zeugnis nur negativ zu werten ist, d. h. es er- 
laubt uns, bestimmte Auffassimgen auszuschlieBen, nicht aber 
positiv andere zu behaupten. 

Wenden wir uns vielmehr vorerst noch einmal den Urkunden 
zu, von deren entscheidender Wichtigkeit wir anfangs gesprochen 
hatten. Dabei hatten wir uns auf eine kurze Erortenmg der 
Authentizitat der Vita Constantini beschrankt, und zwar aus 
praktischen Griinden ebenso, wie weil darum gegenwartig die 
Hauptdebatte geht. Um die Urkunden aus den Anfangen des 
donatistischen Streites, denen fiir die Frage nach der religiosen 
Haltung Konstantins m. E. eine maBgebliche Bedeutung zu- 
kommt, ist es heute still geworden, nachdem vor iiber 50 Jahren 
die Erortenmg dariiber ahnlich erbittert war wie heute iiber die 
Vita Constantini^. Der FrontalangriflF Gr^goires und anderer 
gegen die Vita Constantini erscheint mir von vomherein zum 
Scheitem verurteilt, solange jene Urkimden nicht gleich mit 
erledigt werden. Gr^goire greift auf zu schmaler Front an. 
Selbst wenn er sehr viel mehr Argumente gegen die Vita vor- 
zutragen hatte, als das tatsachlich der Fall ist, ware sein Be- 
miihen vergeblich, denn die Dokumente aus den Jahren 313/314 
bringen in konzentrierter Form dieselbe Auffassung vom Glau- 
ben Konstantins und seiner Stellung zur christlichen Kirche 
zum Ausdruck, wie sie die Vita vier Biicher lang ausfiihrt. Also, 

^ S. 60. 

* Eine tJbersicht dariiber bei Baynes, Proceedings S. 413£r. 
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wenn Gr^goire und seine Parteiganger ihre Anschauung durch- 
setzen wollen, miissen sie ihre Unechtheitserklaxungen auch 
auf jene Briefe aus dem Donatistenstreit ausdehnen. Das ist 
bisher nicht geschehen. Und wenn es geschahe, so wlirde das 
Vertrauen zur Methode Gr^goires, oder wer es sonst sei, nur 
noch mehr erschiittert, als es so schon der Fall ist. Lietzmann 
hat schon vor bald 20 Jahren erklart — und das kann hier nur 
wiederholt werden: Es miiQten dann „Falscher bei Euseb und 
in Afidka imabhangig voneinander gleichlaufende und sich 
erganzende AuBerungen des Kaisers iiber seine Religion immer 
aufs neue erfunden haben. Zu derartig abenteuerlichen Annahmen 
hat eine besonnene Kritik heute weder Lust noch Mut, an solche 
Gespenster glaubt heute niemand mehr“ 

Die Aussagen der Vita und jener Urkunden stiitzen sich gegen- 
seitig. Und das Resultat? Nun, nach all den vorgetragenen Aus- 
flihrungen ist wohl schon lange deutlich, daB m. E. nur die eine 
Losung der historischen Wirklichkeit entspricht, welche in 
Konstantin einen iiberzeugten Christen sieht. Keine andere 
Losung wird der Quellenlage gerecht, imd keine andere Losung 
bleibt in sich geschlossen. Es ist hier nicht die Zeit dazu, einmal 
eine andere Auffassimg auf ihre innere Geschlossenheit zu 
untersuchen. Von Burckhardt kann man doch wohl sagen, daB 
sein Konstantinbild einen festgefiigten und einheitlichen Ein- 
druck macht. Untersucht man aber einmal — und zwar indem 
man sich ganz auf den Boden Burckhardts stellt imd auch keine 
anderen Quellen benutzt als die von ihm zitierten, ebenso wie 
man auf den Gebrauch aller Literatur verzichtet, also nur unter 
Zugrundelegung Burckhardts selbst — die von ihm vorgetragene 
Losimg, so ist das Ergebnis dieses Experiments ganz iiber- 
raschend. Es erweist sich namlich, daB Burckhardt mit Burck¬ 
hardt selbst zu schlagen ist und seine Auffassung Konstantins 
auseinanderfallt. Bei Eduard Schwartz ist die innere Unein- 
heitlichkeit noch leichter nachweisbar. Und so konnte man 
fortfahren. Aber das ist hier nicht moglich imd wohl auch nicht 
notig. Nur eine Bemerkung noch zu Lietzmann, welcher Kon¬ 
stantin als iiberzeugten Christen ansieht, aber doch der Meinung 
1 SBA S.'269. 
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ist, man rnusse „8eine Politik und amtliche Stellungnahme sorg- 
faltig trennen von den Aussagen der personlichen Religiositat, 
die er im vertrauten Kreise oder gegeniiber den Mannem der 
Kirche formuliert: dann und nur dann spricht er seine eigent- 
liche Meinung au8“^. Ich weiB nicht, ob dieses „Privatchristen- 
tum“, das Lietzmann Konstantin zuschreibt, dieses Christentum 
hinter der verschlossenen Tlir, diese Aufspaltung Konstantins 
in einen Christen fiir den Hausgebrauch und einen Staatsmann, 
der bereitwillig alles Heidnische Uber sich ergehen laBt, weil es 
seine Stellung nim einmal mit sich bringt, der Personlichkeit 
Konstantins angemessen ist. Selbstverstandlich fand Kon¬ 
stantin ein imgebrochenes Heidentum in den obersten Staats- 
amtem, eine heidnische Ubermacht in den einfluBreichen Schich- 
ten der Bevolkerung, eine aufs starkste wirkende Tradition 
vor, und seine Stellimg als Usurpator machte auBerste Vorsicht 
bei alien Handlungen notig, bis 324 die Herrschafb iiber das 
ganze Reich errungen war. Aber auch dann noch bedurfbe es 
umsichtigen Handelns und mancher Riicksichtnahme, bis er 
endlich iiberzeugt sein konnte, daB das Reich fest in seiner Hand 
war. Insofem ist Lietzmann sicher im Recht, wenn er annimmt, 
daB Konstantin immer nur so weit ging, wie er glaubte, es ohne 
Gefahrdung seines Zieles tun zu konnen. Aber eine Personlich¬ 
keit wie Konstantin ist als Christ doch eigentlich nur vorstell- 
bar als von Expansionsbedurfnis erfuUt, von missionarischem 
Drang getrieben, wie wir ihn in seinen AuBerungen ja auch von 
Anfang an finden. Ein ,,Privatglaube“ fiir das stille Kammerlein 
und den engen Kreis der Vertrauten paBt einfach nicht zu ihm. 
Und wie ist es denn tatsachlich ? Die radikal christliche Politik 
der Sohne Konstantins, insbesondere des Konstantins, bedeutet 
doch keinen Neuanfang, keinen Bruch mit dem Vergangenen, 
sondem nur eine gradlinige Fortsetzung der Politik seines 
Vaters. Er kann starkere Mittel anwenden, aber nur deshalb, 
weil sein Vater ihm 25 Jahre lang vorgearbeitet hat. Schoene- 
beck scheint mir recht zu haben, wenn er sagt: „Die Sohne 
Constantins finden bei seinem Tode eine Situation vor, in der 


1 SBA S. 274. 
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das Christentum, ohne daB je ein derart einschneidendes Gesetz 
erlassen ware, wenigstens der Sache nach die Stellung einer 
Staatsreligion besitzt“^. Konstantin als liberzeugten Christen 
ansehen, bedeutet, ihm das Bediirfnis zuschreiben, auch die 
anderen zum eigenen Glauben hinznfiihren — das entspricht 
dem Charakter des Christentums wie der personlichen Anlage 
Konstantins; die Predigten, die er gehalten hat, haben sym- 
ptomatische Bedeutimg. Natiirlich wird Konstantin damit nicht 
zum Zeloten, zum Missionar im Hauptberuf, vielmehr bleibt 
er der Staatsmann, der sich im Bereich der realen Moglichkeiten 
halt, aber das andert nichts am zielbewuBten Streben, dessen 
Erfolg in den gewandelten Voraussetzimgen fiir die Religions- 
politik der Sohne deutlich genug sichtbar wird. 

Wie weit dieses Christentum nun eine Wurzel in der Jugend 
Konstantins und seiner Familie hat, ist nicht mit Sicherheit 
festzustellen, mochte ich meinen. Seeck* und nach ihm Lietz- 
mann* haben auf Konstantins Halbschwester Anastasia hin- 
gewiesen, aus diesem christhchen Namen mindestens auf eine 
christliche Atmosphare im Eltemhaus Konstantins schlieBend^ 
Konstantin hat zwar in seinem Schreiben an die Provinzialen 
von 324 davon gesprochen, daB seinVater Konstantins bei alien 
seinen Handlungen xov acor^ga dedv angerufen habe®, aber was 
Euseb iiber Konstantins und seine Haltung in der Verfolgung 
des Diokletian berichtet, klingt — aus dem Stil der panegyrischen 
in den der profanen Rede zuriicktibertragen — doch eigentlich 
nicht sehr nach einem christlichen Hause, dafiir ist es zu ge- 
wunden®. DaB gewisse Beriihrungen mit dem Christentum in 


1 S. 28. 

* Geschichte des Untergangs der antiken Welt I, 3. Aufl. Berlin 1910. 
S. 476. 

» SBA. S. 268. 

• Ob es richtig ist, daB Anastasia diesen Namen bei der Taufe erhcJten 
babe (Schoenebeck S. 73 Amn. 1), scheint mir nicht sicher. 

* Vita Const. II, 49. 

• Zuriickhaltung in der Verfolgung der Christen — das scheint aus 
dem beilauhgen Zeugnis der donatistischen Bischofe hervorzugehen, 
als sie um Schiedsrichter aus Gallien bitten, worauf Delanielle S. 79 
hinweist: quoniam de genere iusto es, cuius pater inter ceteros persecuiores 
persecvtionem non exercuii et ab hoc facinore inmunis est OaUia (v. Soden, 
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Konstantins Jugend stattgefunden haben, wird man jedoch 
wohl annehmen konnen. Konstantins Mutter Helena jedenfalls 
war Heidin, das geht m. E. aus dem Bericht Eusebs Vita Const. 
Ill, 47 mit Eindeutigkeit hervor. Hatte Euseb irgendeine Mog- 
lichkeit gehabt, Helenas Christenglauben in fhihe Zeiten zuriick- 
zuprojizieren, hatte er es zweifelsohne getan. Jene Kaiser- 
Mutter Helena nun scheint mir eine bemerkenswerte Erscheinung. 
Sie nimmt mit ihrer — man muB wohl sagen bigotten — From- 
migkeit jenen Typ vomehmer und reicher Witwen vorweg, 
die wir eine Generation spater so haufig treffen. DaB Konstantin 
seinem Sohn Krispus den Christen Laktanz als Erzieher gibt, 
das kann jemand, der Konstantin als Machtpolitiker ansieht, 
der auf das Christentum gesetzt hat, noch so erklaren, daB der 
Vater den Kronprinzen bewuBt in der Glaubensform erziehen 
laBt, welcher die Zukunft gehort, also als taktische MaBnahme. 
Aber welcher politische Wert nun darin liegen soil, wenn er 
seine Mutter als Heroldin eines betonten Christentums in Pala- 
stina herumreisen laBt, das ist doch schlechterdings nicht ein- 
zusehen. Wenn ein Herrscher in der Machtposition Konstantins 
die christliche Karche seiner freundlichen Gesinnung versichem 
will, hat er wirklich andere Moglichkeiten. Piir das Phanomen 
der Kaiser-Mutter gibt es m. E. nur eine Erklarung: daB Helena 
vom Glauben ihres Sohnes mitgezogen ist. Die Christin Helena 
scheint mir ein schlagender Beweis fiir den Christen Konstantin. 
Nehmen wir dazu, daB in der Familie Konstantins auch sonst 
das Christentum sich zunehmend ausbreitet, so ist das eine 

Kleine Texte 122, 2. Aufl. 1960, Nr. 11, Z. 1 —4), mehr aber auch nicht. 
Laktanz bezeugt jedenfalls De mort. pers. 15, 7, daB Konstcuitius •.. con- 
venticitla id eat parietea, qui reatitui poterarU^ dirui pasaua eat, Wenn Euseb 
das H. e. VIII 13, 13 auch bestreitet, so klingt die Vita Constantini (trotz 
I 13, 2) — immer die Zuruckiibersetzung in den Stil normaler Aussage 
vorausgesetzt — nicht nach einer volligen Freiheit Galliens von einer 
Unterdriickung des Christentums, wozu sonst De mort. pers. 24, 9: 
suacepto imperio Conatantinua Auguatua nihil egit priua quam Chriatianoa 
ciUtui ac deo auo reddere. haec fuit prima eiua aanctio aanctae religionia 
restitutae. Das bezieht sich doch auf die Zeit unmittelbar nach dem Tode 
dee Konstantins. Wahrscheinlich ist es in Gallien zu keiner blutigen 
Verfolgimg gekommen, in deren Zuscunmenhang Traditoren hatten 
entstehen konnen, mehr aber laBt sich m. E. aus dem Zeugnis der dona- 
tistischen Bischdfe nicht folgem. 
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Unterstreichung dafiir. Von den engen Beziehungen der Schwe- 
ster Konstantins, Konstantia, zu christlichen Bischofen aria- 
nischer Pragimg wollen wir hier nicht reden, das konnte poli- 
tische Taktik sein — was ubrigens nicht der Fall ist^. Aber daB 
Flavius Konstantins, der Bruder Konstantins und Vater Julians, 
in zweiter Ehe die Christin Basilina heiratet, geschieht zweifels- 
ohne ohne politische Nebenabsicht. Dazu kommt, daB der 
junge Konstans zu Lebzeiten seines Vaters mit der Tochter 
des uns als Christen aus den donatistischen Streitigkeiten be- 
kannten Ablabius verlobt wird — und Christen waren in den 
fiir eine standesgemaOe Ehe von Angehorigen der Kaiserfamilie 
in Betracht kommenden Kreisen wahrlich nicht reichlich zu 
finden*. Kurz: von welcher Seite aus man auch mit den MaB- 
staben des Historikers an die Frage der religiosen Uberzeugung 
Konstantins herangeht, es bestatigt sich immer wieder die 
Feststellimg der iiberzeugt christlichen Haltung des Kaisers. 

Es ist eigentlich eine Binsenweisheit und soUte hier nicht aus- 
drticklich behandelt werden miissen: das Reich, dessen Herr- 
schaft sich Konstantin in Etappen bemachtigte, war heidnisch, 
die Christen spielten in ihm eine politisch unerhebliche 
Rolle. Zwar war ihre Zahl im Osten des Reiches nicht gering, 
im Westen lagen die Dinge bekanntlich wesentlich anders; 
aber selbst hier im Osten spielte ihre (Jemeinschaft bei weitem 
nicht die Rolle, die ihr hatte zukommen konnen, wenn die 
Christen ein Talent zur politischen Verschworung oder auch 
nur zur Blockbildung besessen hatten. Statt dessen iibten sie 
selbst die staatlichen Amter, die sie als Individuen innehatten, 
mit schlechtem Gewissen aus, benutzten sie zwar, wenn die 
Gelegenheit sich bot, ihre Glaubensgenossen zu unterstiitzen, 
kamen aber nie zu einem gemeinsamen Handeln mit politischer 
Zwecksetzung. Was die Kaiser sich gegeniiber dem Heer im 
Osten in bezug auf Verfolgung christlicher Soldaten erlauben 
konnten, ist ein deutlicher Beweis fiir die politische Ohnmacht 


1 Vgl. Seeck, RE 4, 968. 

* Vgl. Schoenebecks Untersuchungen uber Christen unter den fuhren- 
den Beamten S. 72ff. 
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der Christen bis zum Ausgang der Tetrarchie. Das wird nachher 
bald anders, und schon unter Konstantins Sohnen sehen wir 
christliche Bischofe mit alien Talenten und Untugenden der 
Politiker. Das ist dann zwar durch die Jahrhunderte hindurch 
so geblieben, aber nichts berechtigt uns, spatere Zustande ins 
Zeitalter Konstantins zuriickzuprojizieren. Bis dahin war das 
Reich der Kirche, pobtisch gesehen, wirkbch „nicht von dieser 
Welt“. Als der Staat der Kirche dann einmal die Hand gereicht 
hatte, entfalteten sich sehr schnell die in ihr vorhandenen An- 
satze, zumal die bis dahin herrschenden Bedenken gegeniiber 
einem heidnischen Staat nun weggefahen waren. 

Wie stark die Praponderanz des Heidentums und das Gewicht 
der Tradition auch im Bereich der Kirche waren, beweist 
m. E. die Geschichte des Herrscherkultes, der mit 312 und auch 
mit 337 ja keineswegs zu Ende war. Vor Konstantin schieden 
sich an der Adoration des Kaisers die Geister. Der aufrechte 
Christ nahm lieber Gefangnis und Tod auf sich, als die im ProzeU 
von ihm geforderte Verehrung des Herrscherbildes zu leisten. 
Unter Konstantin und danach ist die adoraiio des Herrscher¬ 
bildes etwas, was die Christen ohne Anstand leisten, wieAuHerun- 
gen des Ambrosius und anderes mehr m. E. einwandfrei be- 
weisen. Konstantin hat das Hofzeremoniell im wesentlichen 
unverandert ubemommen — das gegen seine christliche Haltimg 
als Argument anzufiihren, geht nicht an, denn Konstantins 
hat dasselbe getan. Es ist hier nicht die Moglichkeit, das im 
einzelnen auszufiihren, ich habe das an anderer Stelle getan. 
An der Geschichte des Herrscherkultes kann man m. E. mit 
DeutUchkeit studieren, daB der „Sieg der Kirche** etwas anders 
ausgesehen hat, als wir uns das im Abstand der Jahrhimderte 
und unter dem Eindruck der uns fast ausschlieBlich iiberliefer- 
ten christUchen Quellen vorstellen. Der Restaurationsversuch 
Juhans stellt doch nicht das Untemehmen eines Schwarmers, 
eines Phantasten dar, sondem eines Mannes mit erheblicher 
staatsmannischer Begabung. Und die immer emeuten Be- 
muhimgen des Heidentums zur Zeit des Symmachus, dem Senat 
die Ara Victoriae zuriickzugewinnen (mit allem, was damit an 
Rechten fiir das Heidentum verbunden war), ebenso wie Ver- 
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suche der Usurpatoren, sich, auf das Heidentum gestlitzt, 
durchzusetzen, sind zwar gescheitert, bedeuten aber doch nicht 
die Untemehmungen von lUusionisten, sondem von Mannem, 
die sich mindestens eine Chance ausgerechnet batten, und 
zwar zu einer Zeit, als das Christentum schon lange — und nun 
wirklich — „gesiegt“ hatte. 

Aber dariiber kann hier nicht ausfiihrKcher gesprochen war¬ 
den. Nur eine Bemerkung sei im Zusammenhang dieses £x- 
kurses noch gestattet, und zwar iiber die insbesondere auf 
L’Orange zuruckgehende Behauptung von der Rolle, welche der 
Kult des Sol invicius fur Konstantin gespielt habe, DaB auf den 
Munzpragungen des seinem Vater nachfolgenden Konstantin 
neben Mars der Sol invicius begegnet, ist bereits berichtet, 
ebenso, daB diese Erscheinung offensichtlich auf Konstantin 
selbst zuriickgeht und eine ganze Reihe von Jahren nach 312 
andauert. Vom Konstantinsbogen ausgehend, dessen Unter- 
suchung, Beschreibung und Deutung L’Oranges bleibendes Ver- 
dienst ist^, hatL’Orange nun in seiner bekannten Untersuchung 
iiber Sol Invicius Imperaior. Ein Beiirag zur Apoiheose^ eine 
weiterfiihrende Untersuchung veroflFentlicht, die mm ihrerseits 
wieder in eine FeststeUung zur religiosen Haltung Konstantins 
rniindet, von der man nur sagen kann, daB sie keineswegs so 
organisch aus dem Vorangehenden erwachst, wie es scheint. 

,,Der Konstantinbogen ist wie kein anderes Denkmal das 
groBe Monument des staatlichen Sonnenkultes“®, das ist die 
erste SchluBfolgerung, die L’Orange zieht. ,,Mitten in einer 
Welt, die von solcher gottlicher Macht beherrscht ist, steht 
nun der Kaiser selbst im Gestus des Sonnengottes, als Sol 
Invicius Imperaior da ... Die ganze Bedeutimg des Gestus 
leuchtet durch diese Darstellung ein: Sie driickt die Gottes- 
macht des Sonnenkaisers aus. Sie bedeutet die Einheit des 
Autokrators und des Kosmokrators. Sie symbolisiert die gott- 


^ Der spatantike Bildschmuck des Konstcuitinbogens vonH. P. L’Oran^ 
unter Mitarbeit von A. v. C^erkan, Studien zur spatantiken Kuxist- 
geschichte 10, Berlin 1939. 

* S3anbolae Osloensee 14 (1935) 86—114. 

» S. 107. 
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liche Indentitat Konstantin-Sor*^. Die zweite Feststellnng 
lautet: „Das instinctu divinitatis ist demnach nicht etwa christ- 
lich zu interpretieren, sondem geht, im Einklang mit der in 
den Reliefs ausgesprochenen Religion Konstantins auf Sol 
Invictus. Die Inschrift nennt die Grottheit, die uns die Reliefs 
des Bogens leibhaft vor Augen fuhren“*. Und drittens: „Das 
Bild, das uns der Konstantinbogen, im schroffsten Gegensatz 
zu der tendenzios-christlichen Darstellung des Eusebius und 
Lactantius, von der Religion Konstantins entwirft, wird in 
der breiten Dokumentation der gleichzeitigen MunzbUdnisse 
sozusagen Zug um Zug nachgezeichnet**®. Konstantin uber- 
nimmt 309 nach L’Orange den Sol invictus als Schutzgott. In 
jener Apollo-Vision in Gallien handelt es sich um den Sol 
invicttts^, den Konstantin in der Folgezeit betont dem Jupiter 
conservator des Licinius gegenuberstellt®. „Auch in der Epoche 
seines offiziellen Christentums blieb Konstantin der Astral- 
religion zugeneigt‘*, wie uns die Zodiakalzeichen in der alten 
Sophienkirche zeigten®. Die Konstantin-Helios-Statue von Kon- 
stantinopel sei ebenfalls ein sprechender Beweis dafiir. 

Es ist sehr zu bedauem, daB L’Orange nur in seltenen Fallen 
zu den Miinzen, die er als Belege anfiihrt, Jahresangaben hinzu- 
setzt. Sie horen, so weit ich sehe, mit dem Jahr 317 auf. Nach 
den Tabellen bei Schoenebeck ist der Tatbestand folgender: 
Bis 317 finden wir in wechselnden Abstanden und verschiedener 
Haufigkeit, aber doch in einer gewissen RegelmUBigkeit bei 
fast alien Mtinzstatten das Soli invicto cornin'^, 317 ist es auf- 
fallig zahlreich®, um dann mit einem Schlag zu verschwinden. 
Das gilt fiir die Kleingeldemissionen ebenso wie fur die Silber- 
und Goldemissionen. Nur eine einzige Ausnahme gibt es: in 
Sirmium finden wir noch 320 drei verschiedene Goldmlinzen 
mit der Nennimg des Sol invictus^^ was auffallig ist, da gerade 
bei den Gold- und SUberemissionen die Nennung des Sol 


»S. 109. »Ebda. » S. 112. 

*S. 110. *S. 113. • S. 114 Anin. 6. 

’ Schoenebeck S. 97f., 101, 104f., 117, 122, vgl. S. 36. 

® S. 98, 101, 106, 112, vgl. S. 37. 

• S. 141. 
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invictus verhaltnismaBig selten ist und vor allem (mit Ausnahme 
von Ticinum^ und evil, einer Miinze in Siscia*, sowie einer in 
Nicomedia auf Krispus gepragten Goldmiinze*) in die Friihzeit 
gehort. 

Patrick Bruun hat nun in seiner bereits erwahnten kiirzlich 
erschienenen Untersuchung den Miinzpragungen von Arles* 
eine spezielle Untersuchung gewidmet. Sie schlagt sicher den 
fiir den gegenwartigen Augenblick methodisch richtigen Weg 
ein, auf die Einzelheiten kann hier nicht eingegangen werden, 
auch nicht auf die Modifikationsvorschlage, die er fiir die Da- 
tierung etwa des 1. Krieges gegen Licinius bringt (316), wir 
woUen seine Resultate hier nur unter dem (Jesichtswinkel ihrer 
Relevanz fiir ein Bekenntnis Konstantins zum Sol invictus 
betrachten, das evtl. aus ihnen entnommen werden konnte. 
Da ergibt sich Folgendes: in dem, was Bruun „the ordinary 
coinage** nennt, sind noch in den Jahren bis 322 Miinzen mit 
dem Revers Soli invicto comiti zu finden, imd zwar handelt es 
sich dabei jeweils um Miinzen, die auf dem Avers das Bild 
Konstantins zeigen. Dabei bedeutet das Jahr 317 insofem einen 
Einschnitt, als von da ab auf den Miinzen neben Konstantin 
(mit dem Sol invictus) und Licinius (mit Jupiter conservator) 
nun die Caesaren auf den Miinzen aufbauchen und deren Miinzen 
auf dem Revers die claritas reipublicaCy jf/rincipia iuveniutis 
haben, also betont neutrale Umschriften, wenigstens soweit die 
Sohne Konstantins in Betracht kommen. In der „ordinary 
vota coinage** wie der ,,special Constantinian vota coinage**, 
die mit 317 bzw. 320 einsetzt, begegnet ims der Sol invictus 
iiberhaupt nicht, genauso wenig wie in den Goldemissionen 
von 313 und 317^. 

Wenn nun Bruun aus seinen Untersuchungen zusammen- 
fassende Folgerungen zieht: ,,New light is shed particularly on 


^ S. 136. » S. 139. » S. 143. 

^ The Constantinian Coinage ofArelate, Helsinki 1963; vgl. auch seinen 
Aufsatz in der Festschrift Linkomies: Commentationes in honorem Edwin 
Linkomies, Arctos N. S. 1, Helsinki 1964, S. 19—31: The Consecration- 
Coins of Constantine the Great. 

* Fiir all diese Angaben vgl. die Ubersichten S. 67—104. 


Digitized by 


Google 



Die religiose Haltung Kaiser Konstantins 


583 


the religious policy of Constantine as mirrored in the coinage 
of Arelate. No break in the long sequence of Sol issues can be 
discovered imtil 323, when Providentia succeeds Sol in the 
ordinary coinage. The generally accepted view that the Sol 
issues were discontinued about 320 or even earher as a sequel 
to the religious policy of the Emperor in thus dispelled. The 
coins show no traces of pro-Christian policy in the years follo¬ 
wing the battle at Ponte Molle. On the contrary the gold coins 
bear witness of hitherto neglected adherence to or at least 
acceptance of the tetrarchic system and the Herculean dynasty“ 
so scheint er mir der naheliegenden Gefahr einer vorschnellen 
Verallgemeinerung nicht entgangen zu sein. Denn abgesehen 
von der Frage der Bichtigkeit all seiner Feststellimgen ftir Arles, 
lassen sich solche allgemeinen Behauptungen erst aufetellen, 
wenn einmal die Emissionen aller konstantinischen Mtinz- 
statten ahnliche Spezialimtersuchungen erfahren haben. Und 
es kann bezweifelt werden, daB das Ergebnis dem fiir Arles 
gleich sein wird. Denn daB die Miinzstatten je nach den Voraus- 
setzungen des Landes, in dem sie liegen, ein verschiedenes Bild 
zeigen und daB Gallien wie Rom eine besonders konservative 
Haltung aufweisen, ist seit langem bekannt. Aber nehmen wir 
Bruuns sehr weitgehende Behauptimgen einmal als Tatsache, 
so ist doch so viel klar, daB der Sol invictvs schon vor dem Sieg 
Tiber Licinius von den Mlinzen verschwindet imd nicht wieder- 
kehrt. 

„By that time (nach dem Sieg iiber die Sarmaten Juni/Juli 
322) the striking of SOLI INVICTO COMITI has ceased, and 
Constantine had laimched a new symbolistic campaign where 
the Christogram on the helmet and Providentia played an 
important part. It is probably not too much to say that his 
pro-Christian feelings (out of political necessity) came into the 
open**, sagt der gewiB unverdachtige Bruun*. Ich weiB nicht, 
wie man angesichts des unbezweifelbaren Aufhorens der Sol 
i7it;ic<t4«-Pragungen im ganzen Reich, und sei es auch erst 322, 
davon sprechen kann, daB Konstantin dem Sonnenkult auch 


» S. 49f. s S. 40. 
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in seiner spateren Regienmgszeit ergeben gewesen sei. Welcher 
Gnmd hatte fiir ihn bestehen konnen, falls er Verehrer des 
Sol invictvs gewesen ware, von diesen Miinzen abzugehen? Hier 
liegt ein Parallelfall zu dem Vergleich vor, der vorhin mit den 
Kirchenbauten Friedrichs II. gezogen wurde. Wenn Konstantin 
mit Sol invictvs-Fveigungen fortgefahren ware, bedeutete das 
noch nicht unbedingt etwas fiir sein Verhaltnis zum Christen- 
tum; daB er mit ihnen aufhort, beweist, daB er kein Verhaltnis 
ziim Sol invictvs — bzw. mindestens kein Verhaltnis mehr zu 
ihm — besaB. Wir kommen zu demselben Resultat wie vorhin: 
Konstantin geht jeweils bis an die Grenze des ihm politisch 
und taktisch moglich Erscheinenden. Angesichts der Aus* 
einandersetzung mit dem letzten Konkurrenten und der er- 
reichten AUeinherrschaft liber das Reich gibt er dem bis d ahin 
Festgehaltenen den Abschied, wohlgemerkt den auBeren Ab- 
schied. Der innere ist schon viel jfriiher erfolgt. Aber wann? 

She wir darauf zu antworten versuchen, noch eine Bemerkung 
zu der von L’Orange und anderen vertretenen These liber den 
Sol %nviciu8-l^vlt Konstantins, denn m. E. laBt sich noch etwas 
mehr dazu sagen, als bisher geschehen: Ohne Frage handelt 
es sich beim Konstantinsbogen um ein Staatsmonument. Und 
es ist auch weiter anzunehmen, daB dem Kaiser der Bau dieses 
Monumentes nicht gleichgiiltig war und er ihm seine Aufmerk- 
samkeit zuwandte, soweit ihm seine librigen Regierungs- 
geschafte dazu Zeit HeBen, imd deren waren nicht wenige — 
befinden wir uns damals doch in der Zeit der ersten Auseinander- 
setzimg mit Licinius. Noch im Januar 313 hat Konstantin 
Bom verlassen und ist liber Mailand nach Gallien gezogen, 
wo er sich his zum Sommer 315 aufhalt. Erst am 21. Juli 315 
kommt er zur Feier der Dezennalien nach Bom. Wer den 
Triumphbogen errichtet hat, ist nach der Dedikationsinschrift 
deuthch: der Senat, undL’Orange hat ja auch ausdriicklich in 
anderem Zusammenhang festgestellt, daB der Konstantins- 
bogen eindeutig stadtronusches Geprage tra^^. Daraus soUte 
man also doch schlieBen, daB der Konstantinsbogen nicht ab 


^ Der spatantike BUdsohmuck ... S. 206. 
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eine objektive Aussage iiber die religiose Haltung Konstantins 
aufgefaBt werden kann, sondem bestenfalls als eine Aussage 
des Senats bzw. der in Rom maBgebenden Instanzen dariiber. 
Und das ist etwas ganz anderes. DaB in Rom das ungebrochene 
Heidentum herrschte, ist bekannt, vgl. das Zeugnis der stadt- 
romischen Munzpragungen, die bis zum Tode Konstantins ohne 
jedes christliche Symbol bleiben. Und wenn das so ist, sind 
samtliche Aussagen des Konstantinsbogens durchaus relativ zu 
werten und lediglich ein Zeugnis daftir, daB Konstantin eine 
seiche Auffassung und Darstellung seines Sieges liber Maxentius 
zulieB. Aber das sagen uns die Mlinzemissionen und manches 
andere ohnehin. Weiter: L’Orange weist nach, daB die erhobene 
geoflftiete rechte Hand das Symbol des Sol invictus sei, und stellt 
nun samtliche entsprechenden Stiicke des Bogens zusammen. 
Das ist ohne Frage eindrucksvoU. Nun ist aber bekannt, und 
L’Orange bildet entsprechende Miinzen in seinem Aufsatz selbst 
ab, daB die erhobene rechte Hand bis ins Mittelalter hinein ein 
fester Bestandteil der Abbildung der Herrscher ist. Selbst- 
verstandlich ist der Gestus damals zum bloBen Symbol geworden. 
Auch bei den Miinzen des Valens und Honorius kann man 
voraussetzen, daB von einem frliheren, heidnischen Inhalt 
nichts mehr empfunden wird. „Wenn das Schema der Sonnen- 
kaiser immer noch verwendet werden kann, z. B. bei der Dar- 
steUung der christlichen Kaiser im Typ des Sol auf dem Sonnen- 
wagen, so ist die urspiiingliche heidnische Sonnensymbolik 
jetzt zur neutralen Allegorie verblaBt“ sagt L’Orange selbst^. 
Wie nun aber, wenn wir bei den Sohnen Konstantins, bei 
Konstans wie bei Konstantins, schon dieselbe Darstellung 
finden? Ich zitiere L’Orange: „Ein groBes Medallion des 
Constantins II . . . zeigt auf der Kopfseite die Bliste des 
Kaisers mit magisch erhobener Rechten, in der Linken Globus 
mit Victoria; am Re vers den wagenfahrenden Kaiser im Gestus, 
mit Nimbus und Globus“®. Wird hier Konstantins auch als 
Anhanger des Sol invictus proklamiert? Doch wohl kaum, 

^ Sol Inviotns Imperator S. 104. 

* S. 105. £s handelt sich um die Miinze Gnecchi, Medaglioni I, Tafel 
11, 1. Weitere Beispiele siehe L’Orange S. 106 Anm. 1. 
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L’Orange weist selbst darauf bin, daB die Darstellimg nur „ein 
besonders sprechendes Symbol der kaiserlichen Kosmokratie'' 
sei^. Wann aber ist der Sol invictus mit seinen Symbolen dazu 
geworden? Was L’Orange uber die Herkunft des Symbols aus 
dem Osten und seinen urspriinglichen Sinngehalt sagt, sei 
unbestritten. Aber die Wandlung in der Auffassimg muB sich 
sehr schnell vollzogen haben, im Obergang von Konstantin 
zu Konstantins. Wie, wenn sie schon bei Konstantin vollzogen 
war Oder sich anbahnte? Nun kann man dagegen einwenden, 
daB an der Westwand des ostlichen Seitendurchganges des 
Konstantinsbogens auf der linken Seite eine Biiste des Sd 
invictus angebracht war*, die Voraussetzungen also andere sind. 
Dem wieder konnte entgegengehalten werden, daB schon 
Usener* auf die im 4. Jahrhundert bereits immer wieder zitierte 
Sonne der Gerechtigkeit von Mai. 4, 2 hingewiesen und 
daB Franz Joseph Dolger in ausfiihrlichen Darlegimgen die 
Zeitgrenze daftir bis auf 200 nach vom geschoben hat^. Wie 
gesagt, man konnte. Aber das soil hier nicht geschehen, denn 
ich mochte meinen, daB der Konstantinsbogen eine Aussage 
des romischen Senats iiber Konstantin darstellt imd so nur eine 
der vielen Aussagen bedeutet, die wir uber Konstantin besitzen, 
wenn auch eine besonders interessante. 

L’Orange bezieht, wie berichtet, das instinctu divinitatis des 
Triumphbogens auf den Sol invictus und lehnt eine christliche 
Deutung nachdriicklich ab®. Wenn er sich dabei nach Maurice 
zur Unterstiitzung auf den Panegyriker beruft, der von Kon¬ 
stantin sagt, daB dieser nur divino monitus instinctu wirken 
konne (IX, 11,4), so hefert derselbe Panegyriker vielmehr den 
Gegenbeweis. Denn vom Sol kann man doch nun wirklich nicht 
sagen, wie es der Panegyriker in bezug auf die Konstantin 

‘ S. 106. 

* Der spatantike Bildschmuck ... S. 138f. 

* Sol invictus, Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie N. F. 60 (1906) 
466-491, vgl. S. 478 ff. 

* Die Sonne der Gerechtigkeit imd der Schwarze, Liturgiegeschicht* 
liche Forschimgen 2, Munster 1918; Sol salutis. Gebet und Gesang im 
christlichen Altertum, Lit.geschichtl. Forschungen 4—6, Munster 1920. 

^ Sol Invictus Imperator S. 110; vgl. oben S. 681. 
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leitende Gottheit tut, daB er nur Konstantin sichtbar werde, 
wahrend er den iibrigen Sterblichen verborgen sei. In Summa: 
L’Oranges Thesen scheinen mir sehr viel weniger bewiesen und 
beweiskraftig als oft angenommen. Die Symbolik des Sol 
scheint mir, um das abschlieBend noch zu sagen, in genauer 
Parallele zum Herrscherkult zu stehen, welcher unter Konstan¬ 
tin seine Transponierung in dem christlichen Bereich erlebt. 


Aber kehren wir zum eigentlichen Thema zuriick mit der 
Frage: LaBt sich nun iiber den Termin der Hinwendung 
Konstantins zum Christentum eine zuverla^ige Aussage treffen? 
Ich mochte meinen: ja. Und zwar liegt dieser Termin vor der 
Schlacht an der Milvischen Briicke. Trotz aller etwa von Joseph 
Vogt immer neu ins Feld gefiihrten Argumente zugunsten der 
Historizitat der Kreuzesvision von Vita Const, I, 28 und des 
sogleich nach dem De mort, pers, 44 berichteten Traum auf den 
Schildem der Soldaten angebrachten Christogramms bzw. der 
Anfertigung des Labarums Vita Const, I, 31 und schlieBlich 
der Aufstellung des Standbildes in Rom nach dem Siege mit 
dem Kreuz und der bekannten Inschrift I, 40 wird man von 
einer gewissen Skepsis nicht frei^. Schon der Bericht der Vita- 
Tiber die vom Kaiser dem Euseb berichtete Vision scheint mir 


^ Auch trotz Konrad Elraft, welcher an Hand des Silbermedaillons 
von 316 in Miinchen die von H. Kidiler gegen Delbrueck vertretene 
Datiening des Kopfes der Kolossalstatue Konstantins im Konserva- 
torenpalast anf 315 unterstiitzt und daraus S. 178 folgert: „Und nachdem 
ee mit Hilfe des Medaillons gelingt, den Memnorkolossalkopf im Con- 
servatorenpalast auf 316 festzulegen, darf vertrauensvoll die Vermutung 
wiederholt werden, daB der Marmorkolossfdkopf zu eben jener Statue 
gehort, welche Euseb im 9. Buch der Kirchengeschichte erwahnt. Und 
wenn das stilistisch genau entsprechende numismatische Pendant dieser 
Statue das Christogramm auf dem Helm und ein Kreuzszepter in der 
Hand h^t, dann kann man auch kaum noch Eusebs Bericht vom ,heil- 
bringenden Zeichen* in der Hand jener Statue ganz beiseite schieben 
bzw. die christliche Bedeutung des Zeichens als spatere Ausmalung 
ansprechen.“ Wenigstens an Hand der dem Aufsatz von Elraft beigege- 
benen Fotos der Medaillons scheinen namlich dem, welcher nur den 
Kolossalkopf aus eigener Anschauung kennt, die vorgetragenen stilisti- 
schen Argumente nicht so iiberzeugend wie die fiir die Datierung des 
Medaillons selbst (Zusatz in der Korrektur). 
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von der sonstigen Bereitschalt Eusebs zu liberschaumender Be- 
geistenmg merkbar unterachieden — daU Konstantin den Vor- 
gang dem Euseb so erzahlt hat, soil gar nicht bezweifelt werden, 
aber das ist sehr viel spater geschehen. Es soil auch gar nicht 
bezweifelt werden, daB Konstantin es so geglaubt hat, zumindest 
ist das Berichtete spater die offizielle Version gewesen — aber 
eben von spater her. Auch die Heiden konnen sich ein solches 
entscheidungsvoUes Geschehen nicht ohne das Eingreifen bzw. 
Mitwirken von hoheren Machten vorstellen: Zosimus laBt 11, 
16 beim Auszug des Maxentius aus Bom Eulen den Ausgang 
ankiindigen, der Panegyriker von 321 laBt ein himmlisches Heer 
am Ponte MoUe mitkampfen (X 29, 1), die gleich nach 312 
gehaltene Rede weiB jedoch von einem solchen Himmelsheer 
nichts. DaB keiner der am Konstantinsbogen in nicht geringer 
Zahl abgebildeten ^oldaten auf seinem Schild eines der nach 
Laktanz dort angebrachten Zeichen tragt, soil noch gar kein 
Gegenargument sein. Auch die praktischen Schwierigkeiten, 
unmittelbar vor der Schlacht auf den Schilden des ganzen 
Heeres ein magisches Zeichen anbringen zu lassen, soUen nicht 
angefiihrt werden — vielmehr wiirde eine solche Handlung 
kurz vor der Entscheidungsschlacht zur Mentalitat des Heeres 
wie der Zeit gut passen. Aber schon der Versuch, die einander 
widerstreitenden Berichte des Euseb und Laktanz miteinander 
in Gbereinstimmung zu bringen, bietet so viele Schwierig¬ 
keiten, daB man nicht den Mut hat, sich in das Dickicht der 
miteinander streitenden Theorien zu begeben. Eusebs Bericht 
iiber die Statue soil auch gar nicht bezweifelt werden — Vogt 
weist auf die mehrfachen anderen AuBerungen Eusebs hin, 
die Vita Const. I, 40 stutzen^ — nur haben wir mehrere Falle, 
bei denen Euseb eine vehement christliche Deutung vortragt, 
wahrend das Objekt selbst bewuBt neutral gehalten ist (was eine 
christliche Absicht nicht ausschlieBt): denken wir an die den 
Kaiser in betender Haltung darstellende Miinze* oder die nach 
Konstantins Tod gepragten Konsekrationsmiinzen*. Wenn also 

^ Relazioni VI, S. 769. 

* Vita Const. IV, 16. 

» Vita Const. IV, 73. 
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die Kaiserstatue mit dem Feldzeichen in der Hand (und jener 
von Euseb moglicherweise aus dem Gedachtnis oder vom Horen- 
sagen iiberlieferten Inschrift) dargestellt war, waren genau 
dieselben Voraussetzungen gegeben wie bei den Miinzen: eine 
neutrale Darstellung — sie wtirde zu dem betont farblosen 
instinctu divinitatis des Konstantinsbogens passen —, welche 
den Heiden ohne AnstoB eingeht, den Christen aber eine christ- 
liche Deutung offen laBt, vielleicht sogar anbietet. Denn schon 
die Fortlassung einer Berufung anf bestimmte heidnische Gott- 
heiten ist auffallig genug. 

Baynes hat sehr schon gesagt: ‘'Certain it is that after the 
victory Constantine acts just as he might have been expected 
to act if the story in Lactantius were true”^ — ubrigens ver- 
bindet er damit eine Deutung der Statue &hnlich der eben vor- 
getragenen. Lietzmann hat m. E. methodisch recht, wenn er, 
unter Bezugnahme auf die Bezeugung des Christogramms 
durch die Miinzen, die ja wenige Jahre nach 312 einsetzt, sagt, 
daB die Nachricht des Laktanz — und fiigen wir hinzu, der 
Bericht des Euseb — „keineswegs frei erfunden ist, sondem 
tatsachliche Unterlagen hat — die wir freilich nicht genau er- 
fassen konnen“*. 

Wir brauchen ja auch weder den Bericht des Euseb noch den 
des Laktanz, um den Einsatz eines Bekenntnisses zum Christen- 
tum bei Konstantin vor 312 feststellen zu konnen. Aus zwei 
Fakten scheint sich mir die „Bekehnmg“ Konstantins — wenn 

^ The Cambridge Ancient History XH, 1939, S. 686 (Ablehnimg des 
historischen Werts des Berichtes Eusebs, Proceedings S. 347). 

• SBA S. 271. (Zusatz in der Korrektur:) Nachdem die Stcuktliche 
Munzsammlung Miinchen im April 1954 ein vorzuglich erhaltenes Exem¬ 
plar des Silbermedaillons erwerben konnte, das Konstantin mit dem 
Christusmonogramm vom am Helmbusch zeigt — es war bis dahin 
nur in einem schlecht erhaltenen Exemplar in Wien imd einem 1930 
bekannt gewordenen Exemplar in Leningrad bekannt —, imd Konrad 
Kraft dieses neue Exemplar ausfuhrlich gewurdigt hat (s. o. S. 552 Anm. 2), 
scheint m. E. kein Zweifel an der Datienmg auf 315 moglich (Alfoldi 
und Oelsbnick hatten diese Datienmg schon friihor vertreten, Schoene- 
beck setzte es auf 321 an mit alien Konsequenzen, die sich daraus er- 
geben). Dieses Silbermedaillon ist auch keine singul&re Erscheinimg, 
Jedes der drei bekannten Exemplare tragt einen anderen Pr^igestempel! 
(Kraft 8. 161). 
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dieser Ausdruck einmal mit aller Vorsicht gebraucht werden 
darf — vor der Schlacht an der Milvischen Briicke mit Sicher- 
heit zu ergeben: aus dem durch das Stillschweigen des Rhetors 
von 313 sich deutlich abzeichnenden Fortfall des Zuges auf das 
Kapitol, wie aus den unmittelbaren Zeugnissen Konstantins 
aus dem Beginn des donatistischen Streites. Johannes Straub 
hat, wie schon andere vor ihm, aber fiir unser BewuBtsein ist 
er der erste, den Bericht des Panegyrikers m. E. iiberzeugend 
dahin exegesiert, daB der traditionelle Zug auf das Kapitol 
nach dem Einzug in Bom eben nicht stattgefimden hat^. Das 
ist nur zu erklaren aus einer bewuBt christlichen tJberzeugung 
Konstantins, mag sie im einzelnen noch so ungeklart sein wie 
moglich. Aber der Bruch mit dem Alten ist vollzogen, und zwar 
ganz bewuBt, vielleicht im ersten tJberschwang sogar betonter, 
als es nachher der Fall ist. 

Das, was wir aus den Andeutimgen derPanegyriker erschlieBen 
konnen, scheint mir die Moglichkeit einer indirekten Stiitzung 
dieses Besultates zu ergeben. Non militum muUitudinem habe 
Konstantin gezahlt, sagt der Panegyriker von 313*, als er gegen 
Maxentius zog. Omnibus fere tuis comiiibus et ducibus non solum 
tacite mussantibus, sed etiam aperte timentibus, contra consilia 
hominumy contra haruspicum monitd sei das geschehen*. Mit 
kaum einem Viertel des Konstantin eigentlich zur Verfiigung 
stehenden Heeresverbandes habe Konstantin die Alpen iiber- 
schritten^ imd den 100000 Mann starken Feind angegriffen, 
wahrend Severus mit einem groBen und Maximian mit einem 
noch groBerem Heer vor ihm gescheitert seien®. Quisnam te 
deus, quae tarn praesens hortata est maiestas^, fragt der Rhetor 
immer wieder und antwortet, wie bekannt: Habes profecto 
aliquod cum ilia mente divina, Constantine, secreium, quae ddcgaia 
nostri diis minoribus cura uni se tibi dignatur ostendere"^, Als 
Konstantin zum Angriff aufgebrochen sei, hatten die um ihn 
aus Liebe Bangenden bei tieferem Nachdenken wissen miissen 

^ Vom Herrscherideal in der Spatantike, Forschungen zur Kirchen- 
und Geistesgesch. 18, Stuttgart 1939, S. 98f., 194. 

* IX 4, 5. * IX 3, 3. • IX 2, 4. 

8 IX 2, 4. 6 IX 3, 4. 7 IX 2, 6. 
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non dvbiam te, sed promissam divinities petere victoriam^. Man 
kann sich, trotz aller Vorbehalte, doch eines bestimmten Ein- 
drucks nicht erwehren, wenn man das liest. Aber die Gefahr 
soli vermieden bleiben, jenen Satz in cap. XIII vom detis ille 
mundi creator et dominus^ und im SchluBgebet die Anrufung 
summe rerum sator, cuius tot nomina sunt quot gentium linguas esse 
voluisti {quern enim te ipse dici velis^ scire non possumus) * christ- 
lich zu deuten. Das scheint ausgeschlossen, wenn man in cap. IV 
den Rhetor fragen hort: die, quaeso, quid in consilio nisi divinum 
numen habuisti'i^ und er mit der Frage antwortet: An ilia te 
ratio ducebat (sua enim cuique prvdentia deus est), quod in tarn 
dispari conteniione non poterat melior causa non superare usw.® 
und er nachher noch einmal sagt, Konstantin habe divino con- 
silio, hoc est tuo gehandelt®. Aber so viel scheint doch sicher: 
Konstantin ist kein Verehrer eines der herkommlichen Gotter, 
sonst wiirde dessen Name, und wenn der Rhetor noch so sehr 
Monotheist gewesen ware, unbedingt begegnen. Das gilt m. E. 
auch fiir den Sol invictus, der durch jenen Hinweis auf die nur 
Konstantin siditbare Gottheit sogar direkt ausgeschlossen 
scheint. Der Rhetor ist unsicher und erklart die Dinge, so gut 
er kann, sein divino monitus instinctu von 11,4 ist die direkte 
Parallele zum instinctu divinitatis des Konstantinsbogens, das 
von hieraus zu interpretieren ist. Eine Gottheit hat mitgewirkt, 
und sei es auch nur die innere Eingebimg des Kaisers, so viel 
ist bei einem so groBen und groBartigen Ereignis sicher. Auch 
Konstantin wird nicht anders empfunden haben. Der Redner 
(imd der romische Senat) sind sich lediglich sicher, welche 
Gottheiten es nicht gewesen sind, so bleiben sie in allgemeinen 
Formulierungen, die ihnen auf jeden Fall geeignet erscheinen, 
das Richtige zu treflFen. Wie nun, wenn Konstantin gewuBt 
hatte, um welche Gottheit es sich handelt? 

Betrachten wir nun die Urkunden aus den Anfangen des 
donatistischen Streites in Eusebs Kirchengeschichte und dem 
Aktenanhang in des Optatus Schrift gegen den Donatismus, 
die sich gegenseitig erganzen und stutzen (der Vergleich, den 

> IX^, 3. » IX 26,1. » IX 4, 2. 

*1X13,2. ‘1X4,1. *1X4,6. 
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Domes ^ in bezug anf Aufbau und Inhalt zwischen dem Brief Kon¬ 
stantins an Aelafius/Ablabius bei Optatus und dem an Chrestus 
von Syrakus bei Euseb ansteUt, scheint mir das auch Skeptikem 
zu beweisen), so erfahren wir als erstes, daB Ossius von Cordoba 
sich beim Kaiser befindet^. In einem darauffolgenden Schreiben 
an den Prokonsul Annulinus* fiihrt der Kaiser zunachst aus, 
ix nXeidvojv TtQayiwxojv scheme ihm hervorzugehen, daB die 
Geringachtung der Gottesverehrung dem Staatswesen groBe 
Gefahren gebracht habe, wenn sie aber iv&ia/Mog geschehe, 
wiirde sie dem romischen Namen und alien Menschen iiber- 
haupt das Gliick der gotthchen Wohltaten bringen. Deshalb 
soUe den M&nnem in der xa^Xtxfl ixxXrjalg. unter dem Bischof 
Caecilian ro'dg • • • d(peiXofjiivYj ayidxrjfti xal rfj rov vdfjuw rovrov 
naQebqlq. rag vTtrjQeaCag rag iS amwv rfj Tf\g ^elag ‘^Qr^axelag 
^EQOTiElq. Tcagixovrag durch Erteilung der Immunitat eine Be- 
lohnung flir ihre Mtihen werden. Nun, hier mag ein christ- 
licher Beamter, vielleicht Ossius selbst, die Feder gefiihrt oder 
den Text ganz verfaBt haben, wenn auch die Art der Sprache 
wie die Tatsache der Immunitatserteilung, abgesehen von der 
tJberweisung jener 3000 FoUes, was ja doch alles vom Kaiser 
mindestens gebilligt sein muB, auffallt. Wenn im Schreiben an 
den romischen Bischof Miltiades, welches die Berufimg einer 
romischen Synode anordnet^, betont wird, daB die Ehrfurcht des 
Kaisers gegeniiber der iv&dafuo xa&oXpcfj ixxXrjaCqL so groB sei, 
daB er keine Spaltungen in ihr zulassen konne, so mag das eben- 
so wie manche Formulierung im Brief an Aelafius/Ablabius^ 
gleichfalls auf den besagten christhchen Beamten zuriickgehen. 
Es scheint jedoch ausgeschlossen, daB jener Beamte oder wer 
es sei, an den Christen Ablabius schreiben konnte: nam cum 
apud me cerium sit te quoque dei summi esse cuUoremy daB der 
Kaiser fiirchte, die summa divinitas werde nicht nur gegen das 
Menschengeschlecht, sondem auch gegen ihn selbst aufgebracht 


1 S. 25fr. 

* H. e. X. 6, 2. 

» H. e. X. 7, 1—2. 

* H. e. X, 6, 18—20. 

® App. Opt. Nr. Ill; Soden* Nr. 14. 
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werden, wenn dieser Streit in der Kirche nicht zu Ende gebracht 
werde. Erst dann werde der Kaiser ganz sicher sein nnd von der 
Giite des allmachtigen Gottes alles Gute erhoffen konnen cum 
universos sensero debito cuUu caiholicae religionis sanctisaimum 
deum concordi observantiae fratemitate venerari Und das Schrei- 
ben Konstantins an die Synodalen von Arles schlieBlich aus 
dem August 314^ beginnt mit einer derart personlichen Anrede 
und derart vertraulichen Mitteilungen, daB hier nur der Kaiser 
selbst schreiben kann. Sein bekannter Inhalt soil hier nicht 
wiederholt werden, nur darauf sei hingewiesen, daB zweimal vom 
deu8 nosier gesprochen wird®, daB der Kaiser die Fiirbitte der 
Bischofe anruft, ut mei salvator nosier semper misereatur^. Zwei¬ 
mal wird direkt gegen die Heiden polemisiert®, der Kaiser 
erklart, daB er das Urteil der Synode als das Urteil Christi 
ansehe® usw. usw. Aber das ist nicht das Wichtigste an diesem 
Schreiben, sondem vielmehr der Anfang. Die aetema et religiosa 
I inconprehensibilis pietas unseres Gottes, wird hier erklart, 
laBt nicht zu, daB das menschliche Geschlecht langere Zeit 
im Dunkel irrt und daB die exosas quorundam voluntates usque 
in tantum praevalere, daB sie ihnen nicht einen iter saluiare ,.. 
ad regulam iustitiae converti gabe’. An vielen Beispielen habe 
Konstantin das erfahren, haec eadem ex me ipso metior. Denn in 
ihm seien primituSy quae iustiiia carere videbantur gewesen und 
er habe nicht geglaubt, videre supemam potentiam, quae inira 
secreta pectoris mei gererem. Die Folge davon muBte die Gber- 
fiille alles Bosen sein {omnibus malis redundantem). Das Weitere 

^ Soden* Nr. 14, Z. 66ff. (Zusatz in der Korrektur:) So selbst Heinz 
Kraft, Kaiser Konstantins religiose Entwicklung, Tubingen 1955, S. 183, 
welcher gegen die Echtheit mancher Stiicke dieses Briefes Bedenken 
erhebt, die hier nicht diskutiert werden konnen. 

• App. Opt. Nr. V; Soden* Nr. 18. (Zusatz in der Korrektur:) Auch 
gegen diesen Brief hat Heinz Kraft manche Einwendungen, den Teil 
des Briefes, auf den es hier ankommt, nimmt er jedoch ausdriicklich 
davon aus, S. 186. 

• Soden* Nr. 18, Z. 3 und 68. 

^ Z. 61f. 

» Z. 22f., 46f. 

• Z. 39ff.;vgl.Z. 51. 

»Z.2fF. 
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kann man nur zitieren; sed dtua omnipoiens in cadi spectda 
residens tribuit, quod non merebar: eerie iam neque diet neqne 
enumerari poamni ea, quae caelesti aua in me famvlum suum 
benivolentia concessit. Das klingt wie ein „Bekehning8bericht“, 
und ist es wohl auch. Wer will, kann sogar so weit gehen, 
hier eine Bezugnahme auf die Himmelserscheinung zu finden. 
Anf jeden Fall scheint, die Echtheit der Urkunden vorausgesetzt, 
sicher, daB der entscheidende Einschnitt im Leben Konstantins 
vor 314 liegt. Und da der Brief an die Synode zu Arles nur ein 
Stuck in der gleich nach 312 beginnenden Beihe darstellt, 
bleibt nur die Feststellimg, daB die Hinwendung Konstantins 
zum Christentum bereits im Jahre 312 oder davor erfolgte. 
Damit ist, das sei hervorgehoben, um MiBdeutimgen auszu- 
schlieBen, kein Urteil liber die „Christliclikeit“ des Kaisers 
gefallt, d. h. es ist nichts dariiber ausgesagt, wie weit sein da- 
maliges und sp&teres Christentum den ethischen und dogmati* 
schen Anspriichen der christlichen Kirche geniigte. Das ist 
eine andere Frage. Hier kommt es auf die Feststellung an, was 
Konstantin selbst sein woUte, welchem Glauben er sich zuge- 
horig flihlte, und das ist das Christentum. 

Nur anhangsweise sei vermerkt, daB die heidnischen Quellen 
dieses christliche Bekenntnis Konstantins durchaus bestatigen. 
Eine Quelle erster Ordnung ist dabei Julian, der zwar in Kon¬ 
stantins Lebenszeit nur mit seiner jungsten Kindheit hinein- 
reicht, aber doch selbstverstandlich aufs Genaueste im Bilde ist. 
Er macht Konstantin in seiner Epistula 21 an den romischen 
Senat den Vorwurf, er sei ein novator turbatorque priscarnm 
legum et moris antiquitua recepti gewesen^. Das ist gleich im 
Anfang seiner Herrschaft und bezieht sich ganz offensichtlich 
nicht nur auf Konstantins Politik im allgemeinen, sondem 
schlieBt seine Religionspolitik ein. In seinem Convivium, den 
Caesaren, zeichnet er ein Bild von Konstantin, das an Deut- 
lichkeit wie an HaB nichts zu wiinschen iibrig laBt. Da werden 
Konstantin und nach ihm seine Sohne zwar zur Versammlung 
der Gotter zugelassen^, als dann aber der Wettstreit der an- 

^ Ammianus Marc. 21, 10, 8 = Julian, Epist. 21 (Bidez). 

» 316 D (Hertlein S. 406). 
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wesenden Kaiser begiimt, zeigt sich bald, daB Konstantin 
ihnen gegeniiber nicht bestehen kann trotz der Anspriiche, 
die er stellt^; er hat auch seine Gedanken nicht richtig beisam- 
men, weil er seine Blicke anf die GenuBsucht gerichtet hat 
Auf die Frage nach dem Zweck seines Lebens legt ihm Julian 
als Antwort Streben nach Reichtum und Stillung der Begierden 
in den Mund*. Als dann die Kaiser sich jeder einen Gott als 
Fiihrer erwahlen sollen, wahlt er die GenuBsucht, die ihn freudig 
begeistert und zur Verschwendung fuhrt*. Bei ihr triflFt er Jesus, 
der alien zuruft: „ Jeder Verfiihrer, jeder Morder, Tempel- 
schander, jeder Fluchbeladene und Verabscheuungswiirdige 
konime getrost herbei; ich mache ihn sofort rein, wenn ich ihn 
in diesem Wasser wasche. Und wenn er wieder in seinen vorigen 
Zustand zuriickfallt, will ich ihn wieder rein machen, wenn er 
sich an die Brust und auf das Haupt schlagt^'^. Konstantin 
ist aufs hochste erfreut dariiber, daB er ihn getroflFen hat, und 
fiihrt seine Sohne mit sich aus der Versammlung der Gotter 
hinaus. Aber die Rachegotter, welche die a&e6rrjg strafen, 
peinigen ihn und seine S5hne, bis ihnen schlieBlich mit Riick- 
sicht auf den Stammvater der Familie Klaudius und Konstantins 
Chlorus Ruhe gewahrt wird®. — Konstantin wird von Julian 
mit seinen Sohnen zusammengestellt und wie sie um des „Athei8- 
mus“ willen gestrafb — das ist eigentlich deutlich genug. Und 
wenn Zosimus II, 29 zu erzahlen weiB, Konstantin habe nach 
der Ermordung des Itrispus und der Fausta Reinigung davon 
gesucht, aber die heidnischen Religionen batten fiir solche 
Verbrechen keine Suhnemoglichkeit gehabt, deshalb habe sich 
Konstantin dem Christentum angeschlossen, so braucht man 
sich in Anbetracht des zeitlichen Abstandes, in dem Zosimus 
von den Ereignissen steht, der Chronologie nicht anzuvertrauen, 
vielmehr zeigt die Motivierung des Glaubenswechsels beim 
iiberzeugten Heiden nur den HaB gegen den vom Vaterglauben 

1 328 D/329 D (S. 422f.). 

* 329 A/B (S. 422). 

» 336 B (S. 430). 

« 336 A (S. 431). 

» 336 A/B (S. 431). 

• 336 B (S. 431 f.). 
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Abgefallenen, aber die Tatsache des christlichen Bekeimtnisses 
Konstantins geht auch daraus einwandfrei hervor. Und zwar kann 
man m. E. Julians wie des Zosimus AngrifiFe gegen Konstantin 
nicht allein aus dem Faktum der Taufe ableiten, sondem gemeint 
ist eben das Leben Konstantins als Ganzes. Nicht nur bei den 
Christen, sondem auch bei den Heiden hat Konstantin bereits 
als der christliche Kaiser gegolten. 

Fragen wir uns nun abschlieBend nach Parallelen in der 
Geschichte zu dem Phanomen Konstantin, so ist von Burck- 
hardt an bis zu Moreau^ immer wieder auf Napoleon hingewiesen 
worden, welcher auf seinem Zuge nach Agypten sich beinahe 
im gleichen Atemzug als Schutzherr des Katholizismus (gegen- 
iiber dem Bischof von Malta) wie des Islam ausgibt (nach der 
Landung in Agypten). „Die politische Linie Bonapartes wird 
hier deutlich; in katholischen Landem gilt es, sich als treuen 
Sohn der Kirche zu zeigen; bei den Muselmanen gebardet man 
sich als Anhanger des Islams^-, sagt Moreau imd fragt welter: 
„Weshalb aber soUte man der geistigen Beweglichkeit Bona¬ 
partes diplomatisches Geschick und Skrupellosigkeit zuschreiben, 
wahrend man (unter dem EinfluB eines so zweifelhaften Werkes 
wie der dem Eusebius zugeschriebenen Vita Constantini) dem 
Konstantin die gleichen Eigenschaften absprechen will?“* 
Den Einwand, ,,der eine sei ein Kind der Aufklarung, wogegen 
der andere einem Jahrhundert angehore, in dem religiose IndiflFe- 
renz selten, ja sogar unerhort sei“^, weist Moreau mit dem Hin- 
weis ,,auf den Ehrgeiz als die Triebfeder fiir das Handeln eines 
Herrschers‘‘ zuriick. Vielleicht sei Konstantin imbewuBt ,,von 
einer Religion innerlich angezogen..., die seinen Interessen 
dienlich war“®, aber „die Zweideutigkeit in seiner Haltung 
gegeniiber den beiden Religionen in seinem Reich ist nicht 
anzuzweifeln“®. Neben Napoleon fiihrt Moreau als ,,historische 

^ Zur Religionspolitik Konstantins des GroOen, Annales Universitatis 
Saraviensis 1 (1952) 160—168. 

* S. 165. 

* Ebda. 

* Ebda. 

» Ebda. 

* S. 166. 
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Paxallele'' dann Indien in die Debatte neu ein, wo in derselben 
Dynastie die verechiedensten Glaubensformen nebeneinander 
bestanden^, und weist aus der Geschichte des friihen Buddhismus 
insbesondere auf das Beispiel Aiokas bin, welcher zwar in seinem 
Reich eine religiose Neuordnung durchfuhrt, fiir seine eigene 
Person aber dem Buddhismus ergeben ist. Moreau meint: 
,,Der Vergleich zwischen den beiden Aspekten der Personlich- 
keit Ashokas und dem doppelseitigen Bild des Konstantin, in der 
christlichen Gberlieferung und in den Urkunden, wird sich 
sicher als sehr lehrreich erweisen“^. 

Ich mochte meinen, daB der Vergleich mit Indien, dem klas- 
sischen Land des Synkretismus, vollig fehl am Platze ist. Was 
ein indischer Tempel an verschiedenen Gotterstatuen neben¬ 
einander bietet, ubertriflFt noch bei weitem die dem Philippus 
Arabs zugeschriebene Sammlung von Gotterbildem in seinem 
Laxarium und ist selbst mit dem in Apg. 17 beschriebenen 
Zustand in Athen nur andeutungsweise vergleichbar. Hier 
scheint mir der Boden einer historischen Vergleichsmoglichkeit 
vollig verlassen zu sein. Auch der Vergleich mit Napoleon 
scheint mir unhistorisch, die Auffassung Moreaus wie aller 


1 S. 166f. 

* S. 168, Anm. 30. (Zusatz in der Korrektur:) Vgl. jedoch Fritz Kem, 
auf den sich Moreau berufb, selbst zu diesem Thema: ,,Aik)ka wird her* 
kdmmlicherweise mit Kaiser Konstantin, Ferdincmd von Kastilien und 
Ludwig IX. von Frankreich, Mu'fiwiya imd ‘Umfu*, Karl dem GroBen 
und Alfred dem GroBen, dem Apostel Paulus, Mark Aurel, Salomo, 
Darius, Cromwell, Akbar, Konig Arthus verglichen. Mit jedem in dieser 
bunten Reihe hat er mindestens einen Zug gemein; das geschichtliche 
Verstandnis fordert sie nur in bescheidenem MaBe.** (Fritz Kem, Aik)ka. 
Kaiser und Missioncu*, herausgegeben von Willibald Kirfel, Bern 1956, 
S. 107). Ebda. S. 109 heiBt es weiter: ,,Der n^hstliegende Vergleich 
mit Konstantin d. Gr. hinkt, insofem dieser aus politischer Berechnung 
an einer schon machtigen Kirche eine St€wit88tutze suchte und sie dafUr 
als Reichskirche privilegierte, Aik)ka hingegen aus rein religidsem Motiv 
eine politisch machtlose Religion wahlte, deren Korper er beschirmte, 
ohne sie dogmatisch vor anderen zu privilegieren.“ Nim wird man sich 
daruber streiten konnen, ob diese Konstantin-Deutung richtig ist. DaB 
Kem anders fiber die Vergleichsmoglichkeiten denkt als Moreau, wird 
aus beidem jedoch wohl deutlich; daB auBerdem Moreaus Aspekt Aiokas 
nicht frei von Verkiirzungen ist, scheint mir — wenigstens nach dem 
Buch von Kem — unverkennbar. 
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ahnlich Denkender bedeutet eine Rtickprojizierung modemer 
Ideen in vergangene Jahrhunderte. Es ist eigentlich erstaunlich, 
daB, soweit ich sehe, in der modemen Diskussion gar nicht zwei 
Parallelerscheinungen zum Vergleich mit Konstantin und seinem 
Zeitalter herangezogen werden, die ihren Voraussetzungen wie 
ihrer Bedeutung nach jener Epoche Konstantins erstaunlich 
nahekommen. Ich meine den Merowingerkonig Chlodwig und 
Friedrich den Weisen, den Landesherm Luthers. Chlodwig 
voUzieht fiir seine Person den XTbertritt zum katholischen 
Christentum, dem die Franken dann schrittweise nachfolgen, 
und bereitet dadurch seinem Stamme den Weg zur Herrschaft 
liber das friihmittelalterliche Europa fiir mehrere Jahrhunderte, 
Friedrich der Weise halt seine schiitzende Hand iiber Martin 
Luther und die Reformation, die sich dadurch iiber Deutschland 
und Europa ausbreiten kann. Wie Konstantin stehen Chlodwrig 
und Friedrich der Weise an einem bedeutsamen Wendepunkt 
der geschichtlichen Entwicklung, bei dem der Religionsweclisel 
eine entscheidende RoUe spielt. Zwar ware das Christentum 
auch ohne Konstantin zum Sieg iiber die spatantike Welt 
gekommen, zwar hatte der Katholizismus iiber das Arianertum 
auch ohne Chlodwig gesiegt, zwar hatte sich die Reformation 
auch ohne Friedrich den Weisen behauptet — es ist aber un- 
bestreitbar, daB jedem der drei Herrscher, so wie die geschicht- 
liche Entwicklimg sich nun einmal voUzogen hat, ein wesent- 
licher Anteil daran zukommt. Bei jeder der drei Gestalten 
ist die Frage zu stellen, welche Motive sie zu ihrem Handeln 
veranlaBt haben — politische Gresichtspunkte, Maehtstreben, 
Ehrgeiz oder innere Uberzeugung? — zumal die einzelnen 
Vorgange keineswegs auf den ersten Blick klar durchschaubar 
sind. Die Quellenlage ist fiir Chlodwig ganz ahnlich verwickelt 
wie fiir Konstantin, Friedrichs des Weisen religiose Haltung 
scheint zeit seines Lebens ahnlich zwiespaltig wie bei Konstantin, 
erst auf dem Totenbett hat er bekanntUch das Abendmahl in 
beiderlei Gestalt genommen. Erst seine Nachfolger haben sich 
vom Beginn ihrer Regierung an offen und entschieden fiir den 
neuen Glauben eingesetzt — es lieBen sich eine ganze Reihe 
erstaunlicher Parallelen aufeeigen. Das kann imd soil hier nicht 
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geschehen, weil es die einer solchen Studie gezogenen Grenzen 
iiberschritte. Aber hingewiesen werden soil wenigstens auf diesen 
Tatbestand, der mir im Zusammenhang einer methodologischen 
Betrachtung der Frage nach dem Glauben Konstantins durchaus 
wichtig erscheint. „Vergleiche in der Geschichte begegnen im 
allgemeinen heute einem berechtigten MiBtrauen“, hat Moreau 
konstatiert^, was ihn dennoch — mit Recht — nicht hindert, 
sie anzustellen. Denn der menschliche Geist sucht nun einmal 
zwangslaufig nach Analogien fur das ihn beschaftigende Problem. 
Naturlich hat jeder der hier zum Vergleich andeutend heran- 
gezogenen Tatbestande seine besonderen Voraussetzungen, das 
4., 5./6. und 16. Jahrhundert sind nicht ohne weiteres mit- 
einander zu vergleichen. Dennoch aber ist eine parallele Be¬ 
trachtung m. E. im vorliegenden Fall durchaus erlaubt, denn die 
Vorgange sind jeweils im Grundsatz dieselben, und wir befinden 
uns in jedem Falle in einer Zeit, welcher das „Numinose“, um es 
einmal so zu nennen, eine wirkliche Macht ist, wahrend Vergleiche 
mit der Modeme wegen der BewuBtseinswandlung, welche die 
Neuzeit unter den Regierenden wie den Regierten hervor- 
gebracht hat, von vomherein verscHiedene Bereiche in Betracht 
ziehen. 

Vergleicht man aber einmal den sich zur Zeit Konstantins 
voUziehenden Religionswechsel mit dem unter Chlodwig und 
Friedrich dem Weisen unter dem (Jesichtspunkt der auBeren 
und inneren Beteiligung der drei Manner daran, dann erhebt 
sich m. E. unausweichlich die Frage nach der Sinndeutung 
der Geschichte. Waltet dreimal, in den ftir die Geschichte des 
Christentums entscheidenden Epochen der blinde Zufall, die 
klihl berechnende Machtpolitik eines ehrgeizigen Staatsmannes, 
Oder vollzieht sich hier ein sinnvoUes Geschehen, das von den 
inneren Kraften des Glaubens bewegt wird, um dessen Fort- 
entwicklung es sich handelt? An der Antwort auf die Frage nach 
der religiosen Haltung Konstantins wird auf diese Weise etwas 
von den Voraussetzungen sichtbar, mit welchen der Historiker 
an seine Aufgabe herangeht. Nicht daB er bei seiner Arbeit 


» S. 166. 
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davon bestimmt sein soil, um in der geschichtlichen Entwick- 
lung dann nur das wiederzufinden, was er von vomherein in ihr 
vermutet hat. Aber wenn er nach besten Kr&fben, ohne an die 
mogliche Tragweite seiner Resultate zu denken, seine Arbeit 
getan hat mit alien Mitteln, die ihm an die Hand gegeben waren, 
kann es ihm nicht verwehrt werden, eine solche riickblickende 
Betrachtung zu vollziehen. Sie wird ihm eine Bestatigung 
Oder eine Infragestellimg seiner Arbeit sein. In unserem Fall 
mochte ich meinen, kann der vergleichende Ausblick auf spatere 
ahnliche Vorgange das gewonnene Resultat nur bekraftigen: 
Konstantin war Christ, die sich in seiner Epoche voUziehende 
Entwicklung ist von ihm gewoUt und gefordert, imd zwar nicht 
aus politischen ZweckmaBigkeitserwagungen heraus, sondem 
aus innerer tJberzeugung. 
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Ossius of Cordova and the Origins of Priscillianism 

V. C. Dk Clercq, Arlington Va. 

Despite the discovery of the twelve Priscillianist treatises, 
edited in 1889 by G. Schepss in vol. 18 of the Corpus Vindobo- 
nense, and the numerous subsequent studies on Priscillianism, 
the origins of this first native Spanish heresy are still clouded 
in obscurity. One of the main unsolved problems concerns the 
identity of a certain Mark, named in several sources as the teacher 
of Priscillian. Thus, through Isidore of Seville, we know that 
Ithacius of Ossonoba, one of the first adversaries of Priscillian, 
stated in his Apologia: Marcum qumdam Memphiticum, nuigicae 
artis scientissimum^ discipulum fuisse Mania et Priscilliani magi- 
strum (Isidore, DeViria Illuatribus, 16,19). Similarly Sulpicius 
Severus, whose Chronicle contains a contemporary and most 
reliable accoimt of the early period of Priscillianism, asserts, 
Primus {Onosticorum haet esim) intra Hispanias Marcus intulit, 
Aegypto profectuSy Memphi ortua. Huius avditorea fuere Agape 
qvxiedam non ignobilis mulier et rhetor Helpidius. Ab his Pris- 
cillianus est institutua (Chronic, 2, 46). Jerome also, in his letter to 
Ctesiphont writes: In Hiapania Agape Helpidium,. ,duxit in 
foveam, qui Priacillianum succeaaorem habuit, Zoroaatri magi 
atudioaiaaimum et ex mago epiacopum (Epiat, 133, 4). Whether 
these constitute three independent testimonies or — as Babut 
claimed^ — only one (Ithacius being the source of both Sulpicius 
Severus and Jerome), the fact remains that immediately after the 
death of Priscillian there prevailed in Spain and elsewhere the 
belief connecting the doctrines of Priscillian with the teachings of 
a certain Mark who came from Egypt to Spain and there spread 
Gnostic or Manichean doctrines. Among his disciples were the 


^ In his Priscillien et le Priscillianisme, Paris 1909. 
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noblewoman Agape and the rhetor Helpidius, who in their 
turn taught Priscillian. 

There is nothing intrinsically improbable in these statements, 
nor do other ancient sources indicate a different derivation of 
Priscillian’s doctrines. Hence, the testimony of the three afore¬ 
said witnesses would never have been questioned, had not 
Jerome on several occasions in other works identified this Mark 
with Mark, disciple of the second century Gnostic Basilides, 
whose activities are reported by Irenaeus in YnaAdversus Haereses, 
1,14. Thus in De Viris illustribuSy 121, Jerome states: Pris- 
cillianus accusaiuv gnosticae haereseos, i. e. Bdsilidis vel Mardy 
de quibua Irenaeus acripait, and again in his letter to Theodora: 
Refert Irenaeua., ,qvx)d Marcus quidam de Baailidia gnostici 
atirpe descendena, primum in Oalliaa venerit et eaa partes per 
quaa Rhodanua et Oarumna fluunty stui doctrina maculaverit... 
unde Pyrenaeum transiena Hispaniaa occupaverit (Epist. 75, 3)^. 

As a result, two theories developed in regard to the personality 
of Mark, alleged teacher of Priscillian. While several authors 
accept the historical existence of Mark, the fourth century 
Manichean who infiuenced Priscillian, as distinct &om Mark, 
the second century Gnostic mentioned by Irenaeus, others 
believe that the doctrinal affinity of Priscillianism with the 
Gnostic theories, as exposed by Irenaeus, gave rise to the wide¬ 
spread opinion that a certain Mark had been the master of Pris¬ 
cillian. In one of the latest studies on the matter, the Spanish 
author J. M. Ramos y Loscertales calls the problem of the two 
Marks “unsolvable”*. 

In this connection I would like to comment on a completely 
independent testimony which, if proved relevant, would con¬ 
firm the reality of the fourth century Mark. It is found in the 
encyclical letter which the body of Eastern bishops at the 
Council of Serdica published before seceding &om the same or — 


^ According to E. Griffe (Le gnostique Mcu^kos est-il venu en Oaule? 
in Bull. litt. 4ccL Toulouse, 73 [1954] 243—253), Irenaeus does not say 
that Mark himself came to Gaul, but merely reports on the activities of 
his disciples in the West. 

* See his *<PriBciliano. Gesta Rerum*’, Salamanca 1952, p. 40. 
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as some authors prefer upon reaching the city of Philippopolis. 
This document, under the title ^^Decretum synodi Orientalium 
a'pvd Serdicam episcoporum a parte Arrianorum'\ forms part of 
the Fragmenta Historica of Hilary of Poitiers. In this letter the 
Eastern leaders explain the reasons why not only they refused 
to sit in an assembly at which Athanasius and Marcellus of 
Ancyra were present, but even felt obliged to anathematize 
those who held communion with the latter, to wit Julius of 
Rome, Ossius of Cordova, Protogenes of Serdica, and others. 
Chapter twenty-seven contains a specific act of acciisation 
against the president of the Western assembly Ossius of Cordova 
and, as such, constitutes a most interesting source on the latter’s 
life and activities. 

The text in question occurs in the opening phrase and reads 
as follows: Sed et damnamus Oasium propter aupradictm cauaaa 
et propter beatisaimae memoriae Marcum cut aemper iniuriaa 
irrogavit^. In my monograph on the life of this famous Spanish 
bishop I briefly discussed the identity of this Mark and con¬ 
cluded that he is completely unknown to us*. Further exami¬ 
nation, however, has inclined me to believe that this Mark might 
be the man named by contemporaries as the teacher of Priscillian*. 

First of all, from the text itself it is clear that we must look 
for a certain Mark who died prior to 343 {beatiaaimae memoriae 
Marcum) and who had been engaged in a prolonged dispute 
with Ossius of Cordova, as a result of which he, Mark, incurred 
ecclesiastical penalties, probably excommunication {cui aemper 
iniuriaa irrogavit). Now none of the other sources on the life 
of Ossius mentions a Mark against whom the Bishop of Cordova 
took action on dogmatical or disciplinary grounds, and in so far, 
the field is open to guesses. 

' Epist. synod. Serdic. Orient., 27, 1 (ed. Feder CSEL 66, p. 66). 

* See V. C. De Clercq, Ossius of CJordova. A CJontribution to the History 
of the Constantinian Period (The Catholic University of America Studies 
in Christian Antiquity, ed. by J. Quasten, n. 13), Washington D. C. 
1954, p. 351. 

• Thus already B. Gams, Kirchengeschichte von Spanien, 2, 1 (1864), 
361 ff.; and J. A. Davids, De Orosio et S. Augustino Priscillianistarum 
advers€kriis commentatio historica et philologica, Hagae Comitis 1930,84fif. 
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Since we know that Ossius took a leading part in the early 
stages of both the Donatist and Arian controversies, one would 
obviously look first in those directions. As far as Arianism is 
concerned, the respect with which the Eusebians at Serdica 
speak of Mark might incline us to believe that they were refer¬ 
ring to an Arian sympathizer who suffered for his convictions. 
Yet, the only known Mark among the Arians or Eusebians of 
this period is Mark of Arethusa: he, however, is definitely ex¬ 
cluded, since he attended in person the Coimcil of Serdica. 
Moreover, because Ossius spent only a few years in the East 
(before and after the Council ofNicea) it is difficult to visualize 
him waging a prolonged opposition against any Easterner such 
as to justify the expression used in the encyclical cui semper 
iniurias irrogavit. As to the West, there are no signs to the effect 
that the Arian dispute had spread to the Western Empire prior 
to ca. 340 A. D. Certainly, no Arian Mark is mentioned and we 
may therefore safely assume that the Eastern leaders when 
speaking of this alleged victim of Ossius were not referring to 
an Arian. 

In regard to the Donatists, the argument ex silentio is even 
stronger. It was a well known fact that Ossius opposed them firom 
the beginning and that he was mainly reponsible for the favor 
shown by the emperor Constantine to Cecilian and the catholic 
party. As a result, the Bishop of Cordova incurred the bitter 
hatred of all Donatists, as appears f. i. from the writings of Par- 
menian, known to us through the refutation by St. Augustine^. 
If then the Mark allegedly persecuted by Ossius had been a 
Donatist, it is more than likely that his name would have been 
mentioned in the Donatist literature of the early or later period. 
But again, no Mark is mentioned by them. 

Secondly, there are no serious objections to the identification 
of the Mark mentioned in the encyclical of the Eastern bishop 
with Mark the teacher of Priscillian. One might be surprised, 
it is true, to hear Christian bishops speak with some reverence 
of an alleged Manichean leader, but, under the circumstances, 

^ See Augustine, Contra epistulam Panneniani, 1.4.7; 1.5.10; 1. 
8.13 (CSEL 61, 26, 29 and 33). 
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it is quite probable that they were not aware of the fact. Com¬ 
ing from the East, they knew little of the West and in parti¬ 
cular of remote Spain. Also we must not forget that the text in 
question occurs in a biased act of accusation in which are gathered 
all unfavorable rumors against Ossius that had come to the 
knowledge of the Easterners. Ossius being the leader of the 
opposition, their main design was to break down his prestige 
and authority. Anyone opposed by Ossius is pictured as an 
innocent victim, while those on friendly terms with him are 
unvariably classified as “wicked and perverse”. It suffices to 
quote some of the phrases that occur in the same passage: 
Ossius maloa omnes 'pro criminibua suisdigne damnatoa defendebat; 
Ossius convixerit in Oriente cum sceUraiia et perditis; Ossius 
sceleratos semper fovens, contra ecclesiam veniebat et inimicis dei 
semper ferebat auxilium^. 

Neither does the time element present any difficulty. It is 
generally agreed that the Priscillianist controversy broke into 
the open around the year 370 A. D. From the manner, however, 
in which both Sulpicius Severus and the author of the Priscilli- 
anist treatises speak of the beginnings of the movement, it is 
evident that a good number of years separated the exposure 
of the new heresy by Hygin of Cordova from its origins. The 
exact date of birth of Priscillian is unknown, but if we assume 
with Sulpicius Severus and Jerome that Mark of Memphis 
instructed Agape and Helpidius, and they in turn Priscillian, 
it is quite possible to date the activities of this Mark in Spain 
during the post-Nicene period (325—340) when, as we know, 
Ossius had retired from the court and lived in Cordova. 

Finally, from several canons of the Council of Elvira (ca. 300 
A. D.) it appears that some groups of heretics existed in 
Spain and exerted considerable influence. Other sects, such as 
Manicheism spread to Spain and Gaul during the fourth 
century. The rapid propagation of Priscillianism was probably 
due to the existence of such sects. There are positive indications 
pointing to Cordova as one of the earliest strongholds, if not 


^ CSEL 66, p. 66. 
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the place of origin of Priscillianism. Sulpicius Severus states 
explicitly that the first bishop to oppose the new heresy was 
Hygin, successor of Ossius to the See of Cordova^. The author 
of the first Priscillianist Treatise also testifies that the first 
Apology written in defense of the movement was composed 
by the rhetor Tiberian whom Jerome calls Baeticua and who 
most probably was a Cordovan^. Helpidius, the immediate 
teacher of Priscillian, was a rhetor also, while Latronian who 
was executed with Priscillian at Trier is called by Jerome 
vir valde ervditus et in metrico opere veteribus comparandua^. 
These facts, again, point to Cordova, center of culture and seat 
of the famous school of rhetoric on accoimt of which it received 
in the fourth century the title of facunda^. 

The early strength then of Priscillianism at Cordova would be 
easily explained by the fact that Mark, whose teachings are 
said to be at the origin of Priscillianism, settled in the capital 
of Baetica and there spread his Manichean beliefs. Ossius as 
bishop of the city would naturally have exposed the heretical 
character of his teachings and opposed him by all means. Rumors 
of this prolonged struggle between the bishop and the heretic 
would have transpired abroad and in due time come to the 
knowledge of the Eastern leaders, not unlikely through the inter¬ 
mediary of two Western bishops in the Eastern camp, viz. 
Valens of Mursa and Ursacius of Singidunum who later played 
an important part in the tragic end of Ossius’career. Hence 
the accusation in the encyclical of 343: Damnamua Oaaium ,.. 
propter beatiaaimae memoriae Marcum cui aemper iniuriaa irrogavii. 

' Chron., 2. 46. 7 (CSEL 1,99—100): lamque paulaUm perfidiae istius 
tabes pier ague Hiapaniae pervasercU, quin et nonnuUi episcopi depravati 
... quoad Uyginua epiacopus Cordubenais, ex vicino agena, comperta 
ad Ydacium Emeritae aacerdotem referret. 

* Liber Apologeticus, 1 (Priscillicuii quae supersunt, ed. Schepss 
CSEL 18, 3): ... et libello fratrum noatrorum Tiberiani, Aaarbi et cete- 
rorum cum quibua nobia una fidea et unua eat aenaua. Compare with Jerome, 
De viris illustribus, 123: Tiberianua Baeticua acripait pro auapicione qua 
cum PriaciUiano aocuaabatur haereaeoa apologeticum tumenti compoaitoqua 
aermone. 

* Ibid., 122. 

* Sidoziius ApoUinaris, Ccumina 9, 230. 
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Traditions chronologiques legendaires ou historiques 

S. Giet, Strasbourg 

D existe maintes traditions chronologiques anciennes qui 
portent sur des 4v4nements du premier sifecle chr^tien, et qui 
ont laiss4 leur trace, plus ou moins profonde, dans la litt^rature 
patristique (je prends le mot au sens le plus large). Beaucoup 
manquent de vraisemblance ou paraissent incoh^rentes; il en 
est cependant qui m^ritent, semble-t-il, que Ton s’y arrete. 

J’en signalerai trois qui me permettront, k tout le moins, 
de poser quelques questions. 

Dans le manuscrit de la Biblioth^que ambrosienne de Milan 
(Ms. 259: D 92 Sup.; s. XI) le P. Fr. Halkin a not6 k la suite de 
la Passion de saint Etienne (fol. 94v—96) Tindication 
suivante ajout^e en semi-onciales^: 

^Ajzo dk rov Tid&ovg rov xvqCov xal rfjg dvakijrpeayg avrov 
h&oPoXYiaeo}g rov aylov Ureqxxvov rov TtQoyrofidQrvQog err] herd, 

«De la passion du Seigneur et de son ascension jusqu’^ la 
lapidation de saint Etienne, le protomartyr, sept ans»^. 

Ce texte dont le R. P. Halkin n’indique pas la provenance, 
reproduit pour Fessentiel celui que Nic4phore CaUiste, au XIV® 
sifecle, attribuait k Evodius «succes8eur des ap6tres» (la note 
en semi-onciales et le texte de Nic^phore remonteraient vraisem- 
blablement k une source commune): 

^Atzo 3k rov ndSovg . . . xal rfjg dvaardaecog xal dvaXijrpeayg , , . elg 
ovgavotfg Xi&opoXiag ... Zreq>dvov , . . Srrj . . . htrd^. 

^ II la signale dans les Analecta Bollandiana de 1954, t. LXXII, fasc. 4: 
Supplements ambrosiens k la Bibliotheca hagiographica graeca, p. 330. 

* L’auteur note que la Vaticane ne possede pas moins de quatre 
exemplaires de cette Passion, mais sans la breve addition ci>dessus 
rapportee. 

* Nic^phore CaUiste, Hist. EccL, II, 3; PG CXLV, 767. 

Le texte de Nicephore est signal6 par Kesch dans les Agrapha, TU 
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U serait fort imprudent de se fier k Nic^phore comme aux 
autorit^s qu’il invoque. Evodius, successeur des apotres (twv 
leQcbv d*djioazdXcDv xai ovrog diMoxog) est probablement cet 
Evodius qu’Eusebe donne comme le premier 4veque d’Antioche^; 
mais Touvrage et la lettre auxquels Nic6phore emprunte ces 
renseignements (h rolg avrov avyygdfifuzaiy fidXuna Si ev Tfj 
inurcoXfj r'jv (pd>g in^ygatpe) ont toutes chances d’etre apo- 
cryphes. 

Pourtant la donn^e des sept ans est certainement tr^ an- 
cienne; car elle figure deux fois dans les Reconnaissances 
Clementines^. La notation chronologique y est precise, mais 
les circonstances du fait sont profondement modifiees; il con- 
vient de s’y arreter quelque peu. 

D’apr^s le r^cit des Reconnaissances®, Clement est venu k 
Cesaree rejoindre saint Pierre; celui-ci, en attendant la dis¬ 
cussion qui doit I’affronter k Simon le Samaritain, entreprend, 
dans un long discours que n’ont pas reproduit les Homeiies*, 
de completer 1* instruction du nouvel arrive®. 

II I’informe entre autres choses que les pretres juifs, crai- 
gnant de voir tout le peuple embrasser la foi chretienne, envoient 
frequemment des emissaires aux apdtres pour leur demander 
si Jesus est le prophete que Moise a predit, c’est k dire le Christ 
etemel. «Car, lui fait dire I’auteur qui est k n’en pas douter 
un luddo-Chretien, c’est seulement k ce sujet qu’il parait exister 
une difference entre nous qui avons cru en Jesus, et les Juifs 
non-croyants». Les apotres cependant attendent pour repondre 
que se presente le moment opportun; «or c’etait le temps oii 

t. V, 1889, p. 427. Harnack le cite en note dans sa Chronologie (p. 237, 
n. 6), mais pour r6carter comme un t^moignage scuis valeur. 

^ Eusebe, Hist. Eccl., Ill, 22. Cf. R. Devreesse, Le Patriarcat 
d’Antioche, p. 116. 

* C’est d’ailleurs, au dire de H. J. Schoeps (Theologie und Geschichte 
des Judonchristentums, Tubingen, 1949, p. 386) la seule mention qu’on en 
trouve dans la litt^rature ancienne. 

® Ed. E. G. Gersdorf, S. dementis Romani Recognitiones, Leipzig, 
1838, reproduite non sans fautes dans la PG t. I; cf. Cullznann, Le Pro- 
bleme litt^raire du Roman Ps-C16mentin, Paris, 1930, p. 10. 

L’6crit de base serait ant^rieur k 230; cf. Altaner, Patrologie, p. 78. 

* Cullmann, op. cit., 17. 

* ReconnaLssances, I, XXVII—LXXII. 
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se compl6tait la premiere semaine d’ann^es depuis la 
passion du Seigneur; et T^glise de Jerusalem, devenue 
tr^s nombreuse, croissait par le minist^re de Jacques qui en 
avait ordonn^ 4vdque par le Seigneur$: Verum cum fre¬ 
quenter super hoc rogarent^ rios auiem opportunum tempus 
requireremits, septimana jam una ex passione Domini 
complebatur annorum, ecclesia Domini in Hierusalem con- 
siituta copiosissime multiplicata crescebat per Jacobum, qui a 
Domino ordinatus est in ea episcopus^. 

En cette occurrence, tandis que les Douze se sont r^unis avec 
une grande multitude pour feter la Paque, Caiphe, fait auprfes 
d’eux une demi^re demarche: ou bien qu’ils ^tablissent par 
de bonnes raisons que J4sus est le Christ Etemel, ou bien on 
leur montrera qu’il n’en est rien; et de toute fa 9 on le peuple 
retrouvera Tunit^ de sa foi. Or, cette fois-ci, le moment favo¬ 
rable semble arrive; les apotres montent au temple*; le collo- 
que s’engage et se prolonge plusieurs jours, quand survient 
«un homme ennemi» qui ameute la foule, et s’en prend sp4ciale- 
ment & Jacques qu’il pr6cipite du haut du parvis et laisse pour 
mort*... Au chapitre suivant, nous apprenons par une confidence 
de Gamaliel que cet homme ennemi a re 9 u de Caiphe le mandat 
de poursuivre tons ceux qui se trouveraient croire en J4sus, et 
♦ d’aller & Damas$, muni de lettres qui I’autorisent k pers^cuter 
les fidfeles: ... deferens (Oamaliel) quod inimicus iUe homo 
legationem suscepisset a Caipha pontifice tU omnes qui crederent 
in Jesum persequeretur, et Damascum pergeret cum epistolis 
ejus, ut etiam inibi auxilio usus infidelium, fidelibus inferret 
exitium^, Et trente jours plus tard, nous voyons Thomme 
ennemi se mettre en route pour Damas. 

Cet ennemi des Chretiens, les Actes des Ap6tres nous 
le font vraisemblablement connaitre: il n’est autre que Saul 
lui-meme, qui, dans des circonstances identiques, s’achemine vers 
Damas®. Pour les Jud6o-Chr4tiens, SaulestFennemiparexcellence. 

~ 1 Ibid., I, XLIII; 6d. Geredorf, p. 26. 

» Ibid., I. LV. 

Ibid., I. LXX. 

« Ibid.. I, LXXI. 

« Actes, IX, 1—2. 
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Ce n’est toutefois pas au martyre de Jacques que Saul a 
collabor6, mais^ celui d’Etienne^... C’est que, pour les Jud6o- 
Chr^tiens, Etienne n’6tait gufere moins odieux que Saul: faire 
participer Saul au martyre d’Etienne n’aurait pas eu de sens! 
D’oii vraisemblablement la substitution de Jacques qu’on laisse 
pour mort: toutefois on ne le fait pas mourir, car on sait bien 
qu’il a v^cu au del& de Fan 36. 

Quant k la date de la persecution k laquelle Saul a collabore, 
et qui, d’aprfes les Actes, fut violente*, elle est nettement in- 
diqu^e: «alor8 que se compietait la premiere semaine d’ann6es 
depuis la passion du Seigneur», c’est k dire: au cours de la 
septi^me ann^e k partir de la Passion 

Cette indication est corroboree par un autre passage du memo 
ouvrage. Au livre IX« des Reconnaissances Clementines, 
nous lisons: Ecce enim ex adventu jueii et veri Prophetae vix- 
dum septem anni aunt in quibua ex omnibus gentibua con- 
venientes homines ad Judaeam^ et aignis et virivtibua quae vide- 
rant, aed et doctrinae majestate permoti ..., iUicitoa quoaque genii- 
lium ritua et inceata aprevere conjugia. .. «Depuis la venue du 

Prophete juste et veritable, k peine sept ans ont passe 
au cours desquels des hommes venus en Judee de toutes les 
nations.. .ont renonce aux rites des palens.. 

M. Schoeps qui tient, k la suite de J. Jeremias^, que la Passion 
eut lieu en 33, compte les annees de 33 k 40/41*. Mais la chrono- 
logie de la vie de saint Paul, telle que la commandent les ver- 
sets 1,18—11,1 de I’epitre aux Galates^, ne permet pas de fixer 
la conversion de saint Paul apres ni avant les annees 36—37. 
Etienne a du etre lapide vers 36; la mention de Caiphe dans les 

1 Actes. VI—VII. 

* Actes, VIII, 1. 

* C’est ainsi que I’auteur des Actes dit: Cum complerentur dies Pcnie- 
costes, pour indiquer le cinquantieme jour. 

« Rec. C16m., IX, XXIX; 4d. Gerdorf, 216; PG I, 1416. 

* Sabbatjahr und neutestamentliche Chronologie, Zeitschrift fur die 
Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 27, 1928, 99 sq. 

* Theologie und Geschichte des Judenchristentums, p. 385. 

’ cf. Les trois premiers voy€iges de saint Paul k Jerusalem, Recherchos 
de science religieuse, t. XLI, 1963, p. 336—336. Sur ce point, Dom Dupont 
(Revue Biblique, 1966,1, p. 67) veut bien se declarer d’accord avec moi. 
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Reconnaissances Clementines nous reporte au moins k 
cette mfime date: en 36, Caiphe etait encore grand pretre; 
I’annee suivante, il ne Tetait plus: Vitellius lui avait substitue 
Jonathan^. En comptant six ann^es entiferes k partir de cette 
date, on arrive k I’ann^e 30 qui serait celle de la Paasion... 
Je prie les lecteurs de noter que je ne pretends pas fixer ainsi 
la date de la Passion: je cherche seulement k etablir le sens de 
cette premiere tradition. 

Voile done une tradition qui pourrait, comme Tecrit de base 
des Reconnaissances Clementines, remonter au moins 
au debut du IIP siede, et qui veut que la persecution k laquelle 
Saul avait collabore, ait edate moins de sept ans apres la Passion: 
ce qui pourrait signifier que les deux evenements seraient k 
dater respectivement de 30 et de 36. 

Selon une autre tradition, le Seigneur aurait commande 
aux apdtres de ne quitter Israel pour I’evangeiisation du monde, 
qu’apres douze ans passes. 

Clement d’Alexandrie, au VI® livre des Stromates, rapporte une 
declaration de saint Pierre qui semble empruntee au Kerygma 
Petri*: Jesus aurait dit aux apOtres de precher la penitence aux 
enfants d’Israel, puis, «apres douze ans, d’aller par le monde 
afin que personne ne puisse se plaindre de n’avoir pas entendu la 
meme predication)): fiera dwdexa <d^> Sri] i^iX&ere elg rovxdofiov^. 

' Josephe, Ant. Jud., XVIII, IV, 3; 96; cf. Abel, Histoire de la Pales¬ 
tine, I, 442. 

Dans la Chronique d’Eusebe, telle qu’on la lit dans la Patrologie 
latine (t. XXVII, 674), une main anonyme a note pour Tannee 36: 
Jcbcohua, frater Johannis apostoli, jubente Herode rege, capite truncatus, 
occiditur. La mention de Jacques, frere de Jean, est manifestement 
fautive; car, en 36, Tibere regnait encore, et par consequent Herode 
Agrippa qui est donne comme le responsable de la mort du martyr 
(Actes, Xn, 1— 2), n’avait pas encore re^u la royaute. 

N*aurait-on pas tout simplement substitue le nom de Jacques, frere 
de Jean, k celui de Jacques frere du Seigneur, dont on savait qu’il avait 
vecu beaucoup plus longtemps? A moins, m’a fait remarquer, je crois, Dom 
Bellet, que la substitution ne s’explique par ime confusion graphique. 
La date de 36, indiquee dans ce passage, n*en est pas moins int4ressante. 

• Clement nomme cette oeuvre dans le contexte: Stromates, VI, VI 48; 
4d. Stahlin, 466, 4; PG IX, 269 C. 

» Ibid., VI,V, 43; 6d. Stahlin 463. 
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Apollonius, au d6but du IIP si^cle, est, au dire d’Eusebe, 
un t4moin de la meme tradition: le Seigneur avait present 4 
ses apotres de ne pas s’^loigner de Jerusalem avant douze ans: 
ini dtbdexa irteoiv firj x<oQUT&fjvai rfjg ^legovaaXijfJL^. 

Meme mention dans les Actes de Pierre qui sont vraisem- 
blablement de la meme 4poque^: «Quand furent accomplies 
les douze ann^ que le Seigneur avait prescrites k Pierre» 
{Adimpletis d'wodejcim annis quot (Mss: qvx)d) illi praecepenU 
Dominus ..le Christ lui apparait, et I’invite k se rendre a 
Rome sur les pas de Simon*. 

Si Ton compare ces trois textes k la tradition des sept ans, 
on remarque qu’ils insistent sur le fait que douze anndes en- 
ti^res ont pass^, ou devaient passer, avant que les apotres ne 
quittent la Palestine, tandis que les sept ann^es 4taient seule- 
ment en voie de s’achever quand survint le premier conflit. 

Or Tune des dates les mieux attest^es de I’histoire apostolique 
est celle de la mort d’Agrippa, peu apr4s la Paque de 44. C*est 
vraisemblablement Fannie prdc^ente qu'il faut situer le mar- 
tyre de Jacques et Femprisonnement de Pierre, puisqu’aa 
lendemain de ces ^v4nements, H6rode aUa s6joumer 4 C4sar6e*. 

De FAscension, si elle eut lieu en 30, au jour des azymes de 
Fan 43*, on compte douze ans et une dizaine de mois: ce pour- 
raient 6tre les douze ans r^volus dont parlent nos textes®. 


^ Eusebe, Hist. Eccl., V, 18, 14; 6d. Schwartz, p. 408. 

* L. Vouaux (Les Actes de Pierre, Peuris, 1922, p. 207) propose la 
date de 200—210. 

® Ed. Vouaux, p. 252—264. 

Ailleurs il est dit que les disciples suivirent J6sus pendant douze ana 
(papyrus copte 6dit6 par C. Schmidt, TU VIII, 1—2, Leipzig, 1892, 
p. 196), ou que J^us resta onze ans sur terre apres sa resurrection: ce 
qui porte encore k douze ans son sejour avec les apdtres (Pistis Sophia, 
trad. Carl Schmidt, Leipzig, 1925, c. 1, p. 1; et Cod. Askew VVoide, 
cite dans los Agrapha de A. Reach, TU V, 1889, p. 426. II semble que 
ce soient 14 des versions secondaires de la meme tradition. 

* Actes, XII, 19. 

® Actes, XII, 3. 

* La tradition des douze ans interfere avec ime autre tradition, en 
partie independante, celle des vingt cinq ans. Les Actes de Pierre ne 
connaissent que la premiere, et supposent la mort de I’apOtre aux en- 
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Une troisi^me tradition qni compte quarante deux ans et 
trois mois entre le d4but du miniature public de JAsus et la 
destruction de Jerusalem, limite k une ann^e entifere la dur^e 
du meme minist^re. 

Clement d’Alexandrie, dans le 1®*“ Livre des Stromates^, 
donne un certain nombre d’indications qui seraient trfes pr4- 
cieuses, si elles 6taient toutes fondles; les voici: 

♦ Notre-Seigneur est n6 Tan vingt-huitifeme de I’empereur 
Augustes (ce qui s’entend k compter de la bataille d’Actium, 
2 Septembre 31; la 28® va du 2 Septembre 4, au 2 Septembre 3). 

♦ La Y6nt6 du fait est attest^e par ces mots de TEvangile 
selon saint Luc: L’an 16® de Tibfere C4sar, la parole de 
Dieu se fit entendre k Jean, fils de Zacharie^, et 
encore par ces mots: J4sus se presenta au baptSme k 
I’age d’environ trente ans»*. 

♦ II ne devait precher qu’un an, ce qui est ^galement 4crit en 
ces termes: II m’a envoys prScher une ann6e de grace 
du Seigneur»^. 

♦ n s’est done 4coul4 quinze ans sous Tib^re, quinze ans sous 
Auguste, en tout trente ans jusqu’i ce qu’il souffrit.t 

♦ Or depuis le jour ou il souffrit jusqu’4 la mine de Jerusalem, 

il s’est 4coul4 quarante deux ans et trois mois»: ot! de 

iTia&ev i(og rf](; xaraarQtxpfjg ^leQovaaXrm yivovxai Srrj , fifjveg y\ 

La vingt-huitifeme ann6e d’Auguste parait d4duite des deux 
textes cit4s, substitution faite de trente ans k la formule 
beaucoup plus vague de I’Evangile: environ trente ans. 
D n’y a sans doute pas lieu de s’y arreter. 

Les deux autres donn6es sont plus int^ressantes. 

Quarante deux ans et trois mois s^parent les soufirances du 
Christ de la mine de Jerusalem. 


virons de 43 ou de 46, . . . sous le regne de N6ron! (cf. Vouaux, op. cit., 
57 et 93); tandis quo le Chronographe de 354 qui ne connait apparemment 
que la deuxieme, date la mort de Tapdtre de 55 (^d. Monunsen, I, 57). 

' Stromates, I, 21, sect. 147; 6d. Caster, p. 161; PG VIII, 885—888. 

* Luc, III, 1—2. 

8 Cf. Luc, III, 23. 

* Cf. Isale, LXI, 1—2; Luc, IV, 19. 
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L’incendie de Jerusalem survint, d’aprfes Josephe, le 8 Gor- 
piaeos 70: c’est k dire vraisemblablement le 26 Septembre 70 ^ 
le sanctuaire avait brfll4 le 29 Aout pr6c4dent. Quarante 
deux ans et trois mois plus tot nous reportent en Mai ou Juin 28. 
Serait-ce la date de la Passion? 

C’est ce qu’a compris Qrigene. Dans le Contra Celsnm-, il 
entend les souffrances du Christ, du crucifiement; il dit, 
omettant les trois mois supplementaires: «quarante deux ans, 
je pense, se sont ^coul^s depuis le jour ou les Juifs ont cruci¬ 
fix JXsus jusqu’^t la destruction de Jerusalem»: xtaaaqaxovxa yaq 
errj xal dvo ol/mi dtp* ov iaravgojoav rov *Irjaotn* yeyovevai sTti rfp 
^leQovaokvfWjv xa^algeaiv^, 

Mais ClXment ne parlait pas de la Passion: le contexte montre 
clairement que, pour lui, les souffrances du Christ ont commencX 
avec sa vie publique, car «il s’est XcoulX quinze ans sous Tibere, 
et quinze sous Auguste jusqu’i ce qu’il souffnt»: Jihrre xal bhca 
oiv errj Tifieglov, xal nhre xal dixa Aiyovarov, ovrco JiAj^govrat ra 
XQidxovxa hrj Itog ov hut&ev. 

La quinziXme annXe de TibXre est celle du bapteme, non celle 
de la Passion. 

On pourrait, il est vrai, faire une objection: les mois de Mai- 
Juin 28 ne sont pas inclus dans la quinziXme annXe de TibXre qui 
commence en fait le 19 Aout 28: ils anticipent de quelque trois 
mois, et par consequent les deux donnXes sont contradictoires. 

C’est Ik une objection qui intXresse plutdt les exXgetes de 
saint Luc que les lecteurs de ClXment; car celui-ci dit nettement 
qu’en remontant de quarante deux ans et trois mois k partir 

^ Josephe, B. J., VI, VIII, 6; 407; Xd. Niese, p. 666; trad. Th. Rei* 
nach p. 213; cf. Abel, Hist, de la Palestine, II, 37. 

* Origene, Contra Celsum, IV, 22; Xd. Koetschau, I, 291. 

* Origene, il est vrai, substitue dans son Commentaire s\ir saint 
Matthieu, un autre calcul k celui-ci. Il ne compte plus, d’apres PhlXgon 
qu’une quarantaine d’annXes de la prXdication de Jean-Baptiste k la 
ruine de JXrusalem; et de ces quarante ans, il dXduit trois annXes du 
ministere de JXsus, quarante jours qui ont suivi la rXsurrection .... 
afin de ramener k quelque trente cinq ans (la moitiX des aoixante dix 
annXes de Daniel) Tintervalle qui sXpare la Passion de la destruction de 
temple! PG XIII, 1657; GCS, Xd. Klostermann: t. XI, 79. Mais ce sont 
\k des calculs inspirXs par les prophXties, calculs dont il y a toujours 
lieu de se dXfier. 
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de la ruine de Jerusalem, on aboutit h la quinzifeme ann^e de 
Tib^re: pour Ini, il n’y a pas de problfeme. Et je me demande si, 
an lieu de recourir k la throne de F antidate selon laquelle la 
seconde ann4e de Tibfere aurait commence le 1“ Janvier suivant 
son av4nement (car ce n’est i^t qu’une hypothfese)^, on ne de- 
vrait pas penser que Luc, comme Clement, se contente d’un 
calcul approximatif pour convertir en dates des indications 
de dur6e: des rfegnes imp4riaux, Clement ne retient que les 
ann^es; Tibfere a succ4d6 k Auguste en 14; la quinzifeme ann^e 
du rfegne est done Fannie 28. 

Quoi qu’il en soit de ce detail, la tradition des quarante deux 
ans est li6e chez Clement k celle qui assigne une seule ann^e au 
ministfere de Notre Seigneur. 

Cette tradition pretend s’autoiiser d’untexte proph6tique: «I1 
m’a envoy6 precher une ann6e de grace du Seigneur^^. On pourrait 
se demander si elle est autrement fondle. Toutefois on la re- 
trouve dans les Homilies Clementines. 

Soucieux de faire ressortir la superiorite de Fenseignement 
re^u oralement par les apotres sur celui que d’autres pr^tendent 
tenir d’une vision, Pierre pr^sente cet argument: «S’il etait 
possible que Fon re 9 flt une doctrine par vision, pourquoi pen¬ 
dant une ann^e entifere, le Seigneur demeurant au milieu 
de gens bien eveill^s, s’entretint-il avec eux?)> did rl SX(p iviavrco 
iygrjyoQoai TiagafiivcDV (bfjilXrjaev 6 AiddaxaXog;^. 

TertuUien qui semble utiliser quelques uns des renseigne- 
ments que nous avons trouv^s chez Clement d’Alexandrie, y 
ajoute des precisions toutes personnelles. II sait en eflfet 
qu’Auguste a vecu quinze ans apres la naissance du Christ, et que le 
Christ souffrit en la quinzifeme annee de Tibfere: Et supervixit ,.. 

^ Cf. Lagrange, Saint Luc, p. 100. 

* Isaie, LXI, 1—2. 

» Hom61ie XVn, 19; PG II, 401 C; GCS t. XLn, 239—240 (6d. 
B. Rehm). 

Cotelier fait k ce propos cette remarque: qiuiai Chriatua duntaxai 
annum praedicaverU, et cum apoatolia convixerit, juxta aententiam minua 
veram muUorum ex antiquia haereticorum pariter et catholicorumi «comme 
si le Christ avait prech^ et v^cu avec see apdtres tout juste \m an, selon 
Topinion moins vraie de beaucoup d*auteurs, h^retiqueset catholiques». 
II s’agit pr^cis^ment de savoir si cette tradition est moins vraie. 
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Augustus ex quo nasciiur Christus annis quindecim.. .Hujns 
(Tiberii) quinta decimo imperii passus est Christus, annos habens 
quasi triginta cum pateretur^; mais, au terme d’un long et 
curieux d^veloppement qui tend k montrer que, de la naissance 
du Christ k la destruction de Jerusalem, il s’est 6coul6 sept 
semaines d’ann6es et demi, soit cinquante deux ans et derai-, 
il 4crit: Quae passio Christi^ intra tempora septuaginta hebdo- 
madarum perfecta est sub Tiberio Caesare, Coss. RubcUio Gemino 
et Fufio Oemino, mense martio, temporibus paschae, die VIII 
Jcalendarum aprilium, die prima azymorum: «la passion du 
Christ s’est achev6e au cours des soixante dix semaines (d’ann^es) 
sous le rfegne de Tibfere, le consulat de RubeUius Geminus et de 
Fufius Geminus, au mois de Mars, au temps de la paque, le 
huit des kalendes d’avril, le premier jour des azymes)>. 

Ou bien Tertullien, recueillant le renseignement d’apres lequel 
le Christ avait souflFert la quinzifeme ann^e de Tibfere, a, comme 
Origfene, pris le mot soufifrances (passus est) au sens de Passion, 
confondant ainsi le d^but du ministdre pubhc avec la mort du 
Sauveur; et, sans tenir compte de la donn^e des quarante deux 
ans et trois mois, il a calcul4 que la Paque de la quinzifeme ann^ 
de Tib^re dtait la Paque de I’an 29. Ou bien, ce qui parait plus 
vraisemblable, il s’est contents d’ajouter k la date de I’an 28 
une ann6e pour le ministere public (perfecta est serait dans ce cas 
k prendre au sens plein), sans remarquer que J6sus n’ayant 
commencd sa predication qu’un certain temps apres son bap- 
teme (Matth., IV, 17), il etait impossible de compter entre 
deux paques consecutives I’annee entifere dont parlent les 

^ Tertullien, Adv. Judaeos, VIII, 11 et 16; Corpus Christianorum 
(6d. A. Gerlo), t. II, p. 1369—1362; PL II, 614. 

* Tertullien arrive k ce r^sultat 6tonnant en supprimant le regne de 
Claude, et en rognant celui de N4ron! Ce qui faisait dire k T^rudit beige 
Jacques de Pamele, au XVI® siecle, que Tertullien n*6t€iit peut-etre 
pas tres curieux d’histoire (parum curioaua fuisse historiae), k moins 
qu’il n"ait voulu imiter T^vang^liste saint Matthieu qui, dans les geolo¬ 
gies du Christ, omet celles qui d^passent les series de quatorze (PL II, 
616) ... C’eut pousser un peu loin le respect de TElcriture! 

® On lit dans la PL: „Qiuie passio hujus exterminiV^ qui semblenl 
une allusion k Textinction du sacerdoce dont il est question dans le 
contexts imm^iat (Unctio extermin<ita), Mais on n'a jmw de mal k croire 
que c’est une le^on fautive. 
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Homilies Clementines : pour que la prophetic d’lsale pariit 
realisee, il faUait que la predication de Jesus se fut prolongee 
dans I’intervaUes, non de deux, mais de trois paques. 

Tertullien semble etre le premier k donner cette precision 
Pour Lactance qui la reproduit, Fannee des deux Gemini est celle 
de la crucifixion: Extremis temporibus Tiberii Caesaris, ut scriptum 
legimuSy dominus nosier Jesus Christus d Jvdaeis cruciatus est 
post diem decimum kalendas aprileSy duobus Oeminis consulibus. 

Toutes ces precisions semblent provenir de deductions dou- 
teuses: si, des quarante deux ans et trois mois, on deduit une 
annee entiere, il faut descendre pour la date de la Passion 
jusqu’4 Fannee 30. 

Voil4 done trois traditions chronologiques que nous trouvons 
dans le courant patiistique, mais dont les attestations les plus 
anciennes et les plus exactes seraient k chercher dans les apo- 
cryphes: Etienne meurt moins de sept ans aprfes la Passion; 
les apotres ne se dispersent qu’aprfes douze ans passes; la pre¬ 
dication de Notre Seigneur ne dure pas moins d’une annee 
entifere (Je ne parle pas des quarante deux ans et trois mois, 
car e’est une tradition relativement tardive: elle n’a pu naitre 
qu’apr^s le sifege de Jerusalem, quand dej4 certaines commu- 
nautes judeo-chretiennes etaient virtuellement separees de 
FEglise-mfere; e’est peut-etre la raison pour laquelle Clement 
en est le premier temoin). 

Ces trois traditions semblent s’etre deformees en cours de 
transmission: on a dit: sept ans, pour: moins de sept ans; 
on a pris gjiadev au sens de Passion ; on a ramene Fannee entifere 
de predication k quelques mois. Quant aux dates proposees, elles 
repondent k Fetat evolue des traditions. 

Mais si Fon remonte a ce qui semble etre Fetat originel de 
celles-ci, on n’a pas de mal k leur trouver un sens acceptable et 
concordant: que la Passion ait eu lieu en 30, et il n’y a aucune 
difficulte a fixer la mort d’Etienne en 36/37, le martyre de Jac¬ 
ques en 43, la destruction de Jerusalem en 70, la predication 


' Cf. J. Moreau, Lactance, De mortibus persecutorum, II, 194. 
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de Notre-Seigneur ayant diir4 un peu moins de deux ans (cela 
d’ailleurs 6tant dit, non pour 4tablir sur d’aussi faibles baaes 
une chronologic de Thistoire 4vang41ique ou apostolique, mais 
en vue de formuler quelques questions). 

N’y aurait-il pas int^ret k reprendre d’une maniere plus com¬ 
plete et plus m4thodique T^tude de ces traditions chronologiques? 

Pour le faire, il ne faudrait pas se contenter de les 6tudier 
dans le contexte particulier d’un ouvrage ou de Toeuvre d’un 
auteur. Leur contexte, c’est la chaine elle-meme dont chacun 
des temoignages forme — id&tlement — Tun des maillons: 
maillons, nous venons de le voir, essentiellement deformables. 

L’interet d’une telle 4tude serait de d4celer le mecanisme 
et la cause des deformations. Ce faisant, on ecarterait un certain 
nombre de donnees fausses, comme parait dtre celle du consulat 
des deux Oemini; et Ton recueillerait peut-etre quelques ren- 
seignements compiementaires sur la mentalite des P^res: la 
maniere dont Tertullien ram^ne k cinquante deux ans et demi 
la dur^e qui s^pare la naissance du Christ de la mine de J^m- 
salem, relfeve-t-elle d'une simple erreur, du mirage d’une fausse 
intuition, ou d’une volonte arret^e de trouver dans les fails 
I’accomplissement d’une prophetic? 

Pour mener k bien cette etude, ne devrait-on pas interroger 
plus soigneusement les apocryphes? 

Mgr. Cerfaux, faisant la critique du livre de M. Cullmann sur 
saint Pierre, dans les Recherches de science religieuse^, disait 
au sujet du Roman pseudo-Ciementin «qu’il passerait de I’eau 
sous les ponts» avant que, de cette litterature, on ait« debourbe 
quelque bonne tradition d’une gangue de legendes et d’inventions 
partisanes». Je crois que c’est parfaitement exact s’U s’agit de 
traditions doctrinales, ou de la manifere dont sont presentes les fails. 

Mais les precisions chronologique sont d’autre nature*. N’en 
serait-il pas des apocryphes comme des r^cits hagiographiques 

1 T. XLI, 1963, 2; p. 197. 

* Elies sont etrangeres k ces domaines comme elles le sont 4 celui 
des sources grecques etudi^es par Werner Heintze: Der Klemensroman 
und seine griechischen Quellen, TU XL, 3, Leipzig, 1914. 
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au sujet desquels le P. Delehaye a fait observer^ que les compo¬ 
sitions les plus artificielles recelaient parfois des parcelles de 
v6rit4: des pieces rapportees, ou ces fameuses coordonn6es 
hagiographiques (la localisation de la tombe et la mention du 
jour anniversaire), dldments dont Tauteur ne pouvait s’afifran- 
chir sans nuire & la vraisemblance de son propre rdcit? 

Tandis que les auteurs du Nouveau Testament se pr^occupent 
fort peu de chronologie, en ce sens que saint Luc mis k part 
ils ne fixent jamais une date par rapport k I’ann^e civile, parce 
que leur attention se porte normalement sur la bonne nouvelle 
du salut qu’ils ont mission d’annoncer, Tauteur d’une oeuvre 
apocryphe peut fort bien avoir pour principal souci de rendre 
vraisemblable le rdcit qu’il fait des 6v4nements; et le meilleur 
moyen n’est-il pas d’y insurer des renseignements concrets: 
precisions chronologiques, mention d’un lieu ou d’un person- 
nage, tous faits en un mot qui, si Ton prend la peine de les 
verifier, donneront creance k Toeuvre enti^re? 

II se peut que les apocryphes* nous aient garde sous leur 
forme primitive des precisions chronologiques qui faisaient 
partie, quand ils furent ebauches, de la tradition orale, et qui 
se sont trouvees ensuite deformees avant qu’elles n’aient ete 
utilisees par les Pferes^. 

Cette double etude des traditions chronologiques chez les 
Peres et dans les ecrits apocryphes ne trancherait sans doute 
pas la question mise en tete de cet expose: Traditions chrono¬ 
logiques legendaires ou historiques? 

On ne demontrera peut-etre jamais le caractdre historique 
de ces traditions. Mais k defaut d’une preuve peremptoire qui, 
la plus part du temps, echappe en histoire, on pourrait cemer en 
quelque sorte la veracite de ces donnees. 

^ Cinq lemons sur la m^thode hagiographique, Bruxelles, 1934, p. 31 
et 32. 

* Luc, III, 1—2. 

* Mais qui nous donnera un Corpus Apocryphorumt 

* Comme ils nous gardent sous une forme plus «naive» les divers 
proc6d68 de I’apocalyptique (parall61isme, sym6trie, speculation sur les 
sept ages du monde) qui peuvent aider k rintelligence de certains Merits 
patristiques. 
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Comment n’fitre pas frapp^ par le fait que trois traditions 
ind^pendantes, ramen4es k leur teneur la plus ancienne, postu- 
lent la meme date de I’an 30 pour la Passion. Peut-etre une 
recherche m^thodique qui partirait de renseignements concrets 
(renseignemets que nous refusent les Livres Saints, mais que 
nous donnent les Pferes et qu’il est loisible d'interpr^ter ou de 
rectifier 4ventuellement k Taide d’apocryphes anciens), recherche 
qui devrait 6tre ex6g4tique autant que patristique, apporterait — 
elle d’autres confirmations, leur recoupement constituant une 
forte pr^somption en leur faveur. 

En tous cas, une enquete plus large ne manquerait pas 
d’4clairer quelque peu un secteur de la patristique assez rebutant : 
celui des traditions chronologiques que les Pferes avaient re 9 ues 
sous une forme d6jk d4figur4e, ou qu’eux-memes, k la maniere 
de copistes «trop intelligents)> ont facheusement d^formfes, 
en voulant les rendre plus intelligibles. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Les Peres et le Mouvement d’Oxford 

D. Gorge, Grenade-sur-rAdour (Landes) 

Si Tun des caract^res de la R4forme fran 9 aise, est, comme 
on sait, la rupture de continuity totale, brutale mSme, avec 
le passy, il n’en est pas ainsi de la Ryforme anglicane: elle se 
montre, jusque dans les bouleversements qu’elle fait subir 
aux usages ytablis et jusque dans la main saoriiyge qu’elle 
n’ hysite pas k porter sur Tarche sainte du romanisme, plutdt 
conservatrice, si j’ose dire, ne s’en dygageant jamais absolument 
et en tout cas seulement par dygradations lentes et successives, 
rappelant un peu les ravages subtils et discrets de Fautomne. 
Ainsi, la imesse papiste» ne perdra-t-elle que peu k peu son vrai 
caractyre, de meme que nombre de vestiges catholiques se retrou- 
veront dans le premier Prayer-Book. Cela, intentionnellement, 
par respect pour F Antiquity et k cause de la faiblesse du prysent 

age, ainsi que Fycrivent Bucer et Fagin^. 

C’est A ce point que Calvin s’impatiente, reprochant, dans une 
lettre du 15 fyvrier 1555, aux anglicans de Francfort leur con- 
servatisme religieux qui lui parait tout k fait hors de mise et 
dysuet: nAmant ea quibus assueta sunt, Hocprimo et nugatorium 
et puerile est: Ils aiment, ycrit-il d’eux, ce k quoi ils sont habituys. 
Ce qui est au premier chef, puyril et frivole... Ce conser- 
vatisme si caractyristique, il est aisy de le toucher du doigt en ce 
qui conceme Fusage de la patristique. Le traity du ministre 
fran 9 ais Dailiy, de 1631, Du bon usage des peres, oh, sous couleur 
de ryconcilier les trois premiers sifecles avec Calvin et Zwingli, 
Fillustre ycrivain en appelait soi-disant au tymoignage des 

^ Lettre du 26 avril 1649. Zurich original letters, Parker Society, 

pp. 635—636. 

* J. Calvini Opera, ^d. Baum, Cunitz, Reuse, du Corpus Reforma- 
torum, II® s6rie, XV, col. 394. Voir G. Constant, La Ryforme en Angleterre, 
Edouard VI (1547—1653), pp. 140—142. 
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pferes, fut longtemps, pour nombre de protestants, un ouvrage 
standard. C’4tait en r4alit4 une sorte de cheap shopy de tmagasin 
k bon march4», ainsi que le nommera k T^poque du Mouvement 
d’Oxford Tauteur du tract 88, oil le R^form4 pouvait k peu de 
frais faire son plein patristique, mais oil I’auteur s’attachait 
en r4alite d’une manifere soumoise, quoique facile k d^pister, 
k d^mon^tiser les auteurs qu’il pr^tendait faire connaitre. 

H en va tout autrement des th^ologiens anglicans d’Outre* 
Manche. La preface du premier Prayer-Book d’Edouard VT 
t4moigne du d^sir de Cranmer d’^tablir un ordre de service 
liturgique «agitable k Fesprit et conforme k Tintention des 
vieux p6res». Visitant sa cath^drale en 1660, Tarchev^que 
s’enquiert de savoir «s’il existe une bibliothfeque dans T^glise, 
et, dans celle-ci, les oeuvres de saint Augustin, de Basile, de 
Gr^goire de Nazianze, de J^rdme, d’Ambroise, de Chrysostome, 
de C 3 q)rien, de Th4ophylacte^». Dans son sermon pr6ch6 k 
Paul’s Cross en 1660, Jewell proposera de se rendre aux romanistes 
s’il est, parmi eux, quelqu’un d’instruit «capable de mettre 
en avant une seule phrase extraite de quelques vieux docteurs 
ou p^res catholiques» k I’appui de leurs pratiques distinctes^. 
Les canons de 1671 donnent comme directive aux pr^dicateurs 
d’enseigner «ce que les p^res catholiques et les anciens ^veques 
ont pu amasser, en plus de rEcriture». Le puritanisme sans 
doute s’engagera dans des voies difKrentes, mais I’Eglise 
d’Angleterre n’en persistera pas moins dans sa ligne patristique*. 

Le terrible orage du XVIeme sifecle une fois dissip4, on verra 
au si^cle suivant, lessentiellement grand», veritable «age 
d’or k tous 4gards» et de «vaste 6rudition», les th^ologiens 
anglicans se r^clamer k tout instant, pour appuyer contre 
Rome la R4forme, de I’antiquit^ de la tradition. Leur «cheval 
de bataille)>, pour employer une expression familifere, mais 
qui traduit bien I’attitude, c’est, ils le proclament k I’envi, que 
les pferes et I’Eglise primitive sont avec eux et pour eux. «La 
religion de I’Eglise d’Angeleterre 6tablie par la loi,proclame Simon 

^ Parker Society, Cranmer’s Works, II, p. 161. 

• Parker Society, Jewell’s Works, I, pp. 20 et ss. 

’ Voir J. J. Blant, On the right use of the fathers, pp. 21 et ss. 
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Patrick, est le vrai christianisme primitif, en rien nouveau, si 
ce n’est qu’il rejette toutes les nouveautAs qui ont apport^es 
dans I’Eglise, mais ce sont les catholiques romains qui en sont 
cause .. C’est k ce point que William Payne estime inutile 
de r6futer Bellarmin, les textfes patristiques qu’il apporte suf- 
fisant k son sens k le r^futer de lui-meme: «Nous sommes dis¬ 
poses k admettre comme une vraie marque de TEglise qui 
m^rite ce nom le fait qu’elle est d’accord avec la doctrine de 
I’Eglise primitive, et nous sommes d’autant plus loin de r^futer 
Bellarmin qui Tappelle en temoignage, que nous ne doutons 
pas qu’il se refute par Ik lui-meme ainsi que toute la cause de 
I’Eglise catholique*.» 

Ab uno disce omnes ... C’est Ik, chez tous les Caroline divines, 
comme un leit-motiv. Unanimes sur ce point leurs declarations, 
n n’est nullement k craindre d’ailleurs, selon eux, que ce te- 
moignage patristique entre le moins du monde en concurrence 
avec les Ecritm^es, les pferes n’ayant, disent-ils, reconnu vrai 
que ce qui en derive etroitement. «Les eglises reformees, pro- 
clame k son tour Francis White, ne rejettent pas toutes les 
traditions, mais celles qui sont iliegitimes, superstitieuses, et 
ne concordent pas avec la premifere rfegle de foi, avec I’esprit 
de la sainte Ecriture. Les traditions authentiques qui concordent 
avec la rfegle de foi, servent k la piete, sont d’accord avec la 
sainte Ecriture, derivent des temps apostoliques et ont le te- 
moignage uniforme de la pieuse Antiquite, sont re 9 ues et honorees 
de nous*.» On le voit: la position est nettement affirm^e et 
marquee. Ce sera plus particuliferement celle des Andrewes, des 
Hooker et des Laud, plus tard des John Donne et des Jeremy 
Taylor, qui estimeront que, pour maintenir leur 4glise dans 
son veritable esprit et I’isoler des courants protestants perfides 
venus du continent, le veritable antidote et le pr4servatif sou- 
verain sera la patristique. II n’est, pour s’en rend recompte, 
que de consulter un index g^n^ral de leurs oeuvres ou I’appareil 
patristique se r4vfele important, luxuriant meme, et, plus encore, 

^ Elmer More et Frank Cross, Anglicanism, p. 191. 

* Ibid., p. 140. 

» Ibid., p. 132. 
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les morceaux choisis si dloquents group4s par des mains expertes 
dans cet ouvrage de premiere valeur Anglicanism compose 
en collaboration, en 1935, par Elmer More et Frank Cross: 
c’est k chaque instant, et sur les divers chapitres de la doctrine, 
que les pferes sont invites k d^poser. 

Ce n'est pas seulement la th^ologie, c’est le pi6t6 Caroline 
elle-meme qui se montre toute inform4e, toute assaisonn^e, 
plus que cela, toute parfum4e de patristique. dLes Preces privatae, 
4crit le Dr. H. B. Swete, incorporent des reminiscences de 
la plupart des illustres pferes de FEglise: Ir^nee, TertuUien, 
Cyprien, Gregoire, Chrysostome, J^rdme, Augustin, des ecri- 
vains du Moyen Age comme Alcuin, saint Bernard, Pierre 
Lombard, Thomas d’Aquin ...» Le meme assaisonnement 
patristique se retrouvera dans les Prayers for the dead de Teve- 
que Ussher. Bref, on peut dire que toute la patristique s’y 
insfere, telles des perles dans un ecrin et comme en un reliquaire. 

L’etude de la patristique d’ailleurs, k y bien regarder, n’est-elle 
point par elle<meme comme une manidre de pi6t4? Qui s’y adonne 
n’a rien, selon Joseph Hall, k envier k personne, plus heureux 
qu’un anachorfete qui, tout en ayant beau se refuser k penser, 
n’en a pas moins besoin d’apprendre quelque chose 'povn arriver 
k varier et k occuper ses joum^es: «Etre du meme avis est 
difficile et au-dessus des forces humaines, mais, pour une personne 
k ce point pourvue de toutes sortes de connaissances que, selon 
ses dispositions, elle peut k son gr6 changer d’6tudes, je m’^tonne- 
rai que jamais le soleil puisse paraitre long k s’en aller. Combien 
de langues occupies s’exercent de bonne heure k babiller et 
se plaignent que la nuit vient trop vite. Quel esprit genial 
arriverait k se fatiguer de parler avec des auteurs de quality, 
les plus inoflFensifs et les plus doux des compagnons? QuelCiel 
ne vit pas un 4rudit k qui il est donn6, et cela k I’instant, dans 
une chambre ferm^e, de journellement converser avec tous les 
glorieux martyrs et pferes, pouvant choisir k son gout le senten- 
cieux TertuUien ou le grave Cyprien, le r6solu Jerome ou le 
d4bordant Chrysostome, le divin Ambroise ou le d6vot Bernard 
ou celui qui seul est tel, le celeste Augustin, parler avec eux et 
entendre leurs sages et saints conseils, verdicts, resolutions, 
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et, pour aller plus haut, avec I’^ldgant Isaie, rhomme de meme 
qu’dtait Paul, leurs compagnons, les prophfetes, les apotres, 
plus encore, comme un autre Molse, avec Dieu lui-meme en 
eux tous! Laissons le monde nous m^priser. Pendant que nous 
prenons ces d^lices, nous ne pouvons I’envier, nous ne pouvons 
nous d4sirer autres que nous ne sommes. .. Au surplus, ajoute- 
t-il, pleine d’embarras est la voie qui mfene k d'autres satis¬ 
factions. C’est au bout seulement qu’est la recompense. Creuser 
dans les mines, forger dans le feu pour obtenir et affiner For, 
est une tache d’esclave. Si le repos est pour le propridtaire 
dans le lingot, il ne Test pas pour le travailleur, alors que le 
fait de la recherche, pour ce qui est du savoir, est en soi ddli- 
cieux. L'dtude elle-mSme est notre vie dont rien au monde ne 
nous d^tachera. Combien plus doux par consequent son fruit 
et la conscience du savoir! En comparaison de quoi Fame qui 
en a goute meprise ais^ment toutes les humaines satisfactions^.* 

♦Au XVIIfeme sifecle, a-t-on justement note, les theologiens 
anglicans etaient aussi familiers avec les p^res que n’importe 
quels theologiens en Europe*.* C’est du XVIIIfeme sifecle en 
realite que date k proprement parler, dans FEglise anghcane, la 
decadence patristique. II arriva tout d’abord que les eveques 
hanovriens confondirent Fenseignement des pferes dans le meme 
mepris que celui des non-jurors. Autre cause d’oubli ou de 
defaveur: Fimpossibilite, dans la controverse deistique, de faire 
appel k leur temoignage comme egalement admis par les deux 
partis. A quoi il faut ajouter la frivolite regnante qui porte les 
esprits k considerer comme sans necessite et sans fhiit Fetude des 
pferes. Il est de mode de detoumer les regards du champ 
d’^tudes jusque-l^t si cher k ceux qui ont pr4c6d4. Lorsque Water- 
land voudra controverser avec ceux qui attaquent la divinity 
du Fils et du Saint-Esprit, il se rendra bien compte qu’il ne 
peut le faire sans en appeler k FAntiquit4, mais le ton timide 
et r4serv6 qui sera le sien dans la discussion des arguments 
tiria de ce temps montre qu’il sent bien qu’il a centre lui son 
4poque. Ce sont les Mosheim et les Daill6 qui s’imposent. Mil- 

^ Anglicanism, p. 761. 

• Liddon, Life of Pusey, vol. I, p. 413. 
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ner lai-m6me qui, dans son Histoire de VEglise, s’attache k mon- 
trer en beau rhistoire de I’Eglise ancienne, n’en est pas moins 
retenu, on le sent bien, par T^troitesse du pr4jug4 traditionnel 
qui I’empeche de rendre justice meme k saint Augustin^. 

Quoi qu’il en soit, le filon patiistique, et c’est Ik le fait impor¬ 
tant, reste, quelque peu effac4 il est vrai, mais toujours ouvert 
et toujours accessible. II fait partie de cette int^ressante «ligne 
rouge: red linei^y dont parle Baring-Grould comme ayant 
persists, par une loi myst^rieuse, et centre toute attente, depuis 
la R4forme jusqu’au XlXe sifecle, continuant k marquer nette- 
ment, parmi les positions affaiblies du protestantisme, la voie 
de la tradition. C’est lui, car, on ne saurait trop le proclamer, il 
n’y a pas plus de g4n6ration spontan^e et de commencement 
absolu dans le monde des ames que dans celui des corps, que 
les hommes du Mouvement s’attacheront k retrouver. 

Le culte des pferes est pour ainsi dire au coeur de celui-ci. Si 
quelque chose en eflFet est capable de d^protestantiser I’Eglise 
anglicane, c’est lui k n ’en pas douter. Hampdem, qui forme iOriel, 
avec Arnold et Whately, le trio low-chmch, s’opposant au trio 
high-church repr4sent4 par Keble, Pusey et Newman, traitant, 
dans les tampion lectures, de la «sup6riorit6 du clerge latin 
sur le grec», semble il est vrai ne voir dans les p^res d’Occident: 
Ambroise, J6r6me et Augustin, que qualit^s purement 
humaines; habilet^; subtility, commerce du monde, sans rien 
plus 2. C’est k ce point que Pusey se voit oblige de protester 
contre son langage sarcastique®. Mais, en face de cette 6cole 
lib^rale, qui fait profession de rejeter tout dogmatisme et toute 
formation th^ologique pour une religion soi-disant plus large,- 
d’ou le nom de Broad Church donn6 au groupe, -et soi-disant 
plus comprehensive, les tractariens, partant de principes con- 
traires, envisagent un retour pur et simple au passe et k I’Eglise 
primitive. H s’agit ni plus ni moins k leur sens de reformer la 
Reforme, si Ton pent dire, en ramenant I’Eglise d’Angleterre 

^ Life of Pusey, pp. 413—414. 

* Bampton lectures, pp. 17 — 18. 

* Dr. Hampden’s theological statements, pp. XXIX—XXXUI. 
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k la conception catholique des Andrewes et des Laud, et en 
renouant par eux les relations avec ces grands ancetres trop 
oubli^ qu’^taient les pferes. 

n n’est done pas 6tonnant que nous trouvions entre leurs 
mains leurs trait^s, ceux-ci 4tant pour ainsi dire leurs livres 
de chevet. C’est tout jeune que Pusey avait initid k la patristi- 
que, son pfere lui ayant donnd en cadeau, avant qu’il ne prit 
les Ordres, un exemplaire de Chrysostome. Absorb^ par la suite, 
4tant en AUemagne, par I’^tude de la th^ologie et des langues 
s^mitiques, il ne perdra paa ndammoins les p^res de vue, mais, 
pendant quelques ann^es, ne les connaitra que par extraits, 
se r^fdrant, en cas de besoin, et sur des points sp^ciaux, aux 
copieux indices des Editions bdn^dictines. C’est plus tard seule- 
ment qu’il prendra la peine de les lire et relire, trait4 par trait4. 
A ce point qu’d lui arrivera de dire qu’«il vit en saint Augustine, 
sa pens6e 4tant toute p6ndtr4e de celle du Grand Africain. H 
est en tout cas dfes ce moment, assez familier avec les pferes 
pour se rendre compte du deficit lamentable resultant pour 
I’Eglise anglicane de leur m^connaissance. 

Pour Newman, le contact avec les peres parait s’etre produit, 
de meme que pour le Br^viaire romain, par stapes et comme 
par bonds successifs suivis de reprises et im peu au gr6 des 
circonstances. C’est dans VHistoire de VEglise de Joseph Milner, 
qui en contient de longs extraits, qu’4 quinze ans, e’est-i-dire 
encore enfant, il fait connaissance avec eux, et, selon son mot, 
s’en «4prend».^ Cette d^couverte toutefois ne suffit pas, loin 
de 14, 4 I’y attacher entiferement. Il sentira se ddvelopper en 
lui, durant quelques annees encore, mn certain d^dain pour 
I’antiquit^ chr6tienne» qui se traduit par des «expressions 
inconsid^r^es qu’il se surprend employant dans VEncyclopaedia 
meiropolitana centre les peres^^. C’est 4 ce point qu’en 1827 
certains de ses confreres le considerent comme presque ariani- 
sant. A mesure qu’il se <(d4gage de I’ombre du lib^ralisme, il 
sent renaitre sa «d6votion», le mot est encore de lui, pour eux, 
et se met 4 les lire durant les vacances de 1827, «par ordre 

^ Apologia, p. 7. 

* Ibid., p. 14. 
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chronologique»^ qu’en debutant par saint Ignace et par saint 
Justin. Pusey, alors en Allemagne, se fait son pourvoyeur et 
le gratifie k plusieurs reprises d’importants envois de livres 
auxquels I’amabilit^ de ses 41feves et amis, connaissant ses 
gouts, se fait une joie d’ajouter encore. En possession de ce 
qu’il nomme ses huge fellows, ses «gigantesques amis», qu’on 
pent voir encore s’staler comme en un t4moignage, reste 4 
trouver le loisir voulu pour les lire. Les grandes vacances y 
pourvoient. A I’approche de cedes de 1829, il est en pleine 
fringale patristique: «J’ai tellement faim d’lr^n^e et deCyprien, 
4crit-il 4 sa soeur Harriett le 25 juin, qu’il me tarde d’arriver 
aux vacances . . .H D6charg6 enfin du tutorat, il sera dhs 
lors tout 4 son affaire. « Les peres se dressent de nouveau tout 
entiers devant moi, 4cri t-il exultant: The fathers arise again 
full before me .. .H Ce faisant, il est tout 4 fait dans la ligne des 
vieux anglicans. Ce que ne manque de lui rappeller sa soeur 
lui ^crivant dans une lettre, pour le mieux encourager, que 
I’archeveque Usher avait mis dix-huit ans 4 les lire, ayant 
commence 4 vingt*. 

L’on assiste en r4alit4 4 une veritable contagion patristique. 
great reader of ecclesiastical antiquity : Un grand lecteur de 
r antiquity eccl4siastique»®: telle est une des caracteristiques 
que donne Newman de son ami Charles Marriott. Jack Morris, 
d’Exeter, passe toutes ses journos dans la tour du college 
4 lire les p4res®. Mark Pattison note, vers 1838, 14 «passion 
qu’il 6prouve 4 leiu* 6tude», passion qui lui est avenue il est vrai, 
ajoute-t-il, da vantage de Gibbon que du tractarianisme», 
mais qui n’en fait pas moins d^sormais <(partie int^grante de 
son plan pour une vie d’^tude dans les salles du coll4gei> Froude 
est peut-etre parmi les membres du groupe le moins inform^ 
de patristique. Un des reproches que lui adresse Newman c’est 

1 ApoL, p. 13—14; 25. 

* Letters and Correspondence, ed. 1911, p. 184. 

» Ibid., p. 148; p. 184. 

* Ibid., p. 118. 

® Voir 4 Tart M. C. Marriott du Diet, of nat. biogr. 

* Mark Pattison, Memoirs, pp. 184—185. 

’ Ibid., p. 173. 
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pr6cis4ment qu’«il n’accordait pas assez de valeur aux Merits 
des pferes de TEglise^.^. 

Ignoti nulla cupido . . . Encore faut-il, e’est meme la primor¬ 
dial, pour ramener vers les pferes I’attention de leurs coreli- 
gionnaires, que les tractariens en fassent connaitre les textes, 
seule manifere d’y attacher les esprits. C’est k ce d^ir que se 
rattache toute une s^rie de travaux entrepris par eux. Notons 
d’abord, comme premifere amorce, la fondation, en 1832, par 
Hugh Rose de Cambridge du, British Magazine and monthly 
register of religious and ecclesiastical information et celle, par 
William LyaU, agissant de concert avec lui, de la Theological 
library, dont 14 volumes parurent de 1832 k 1846; 4galement la 
traduction par Newman des Prayers for the dead, on ne pent 
plus opportune k son sens k un moment oh, ainsi qu’il le fait 
remarquer, «beaucoup de personnes se demandent si elles 
ne serant pas conduites k Taltemative ou de laisser de cotd les 
premiers p^res ou d’embrasser le papisme)); celle encore, sorties 
de la meme plume, des Devotions grecques de I’^veque Andrewes, 
traduites et arrang^es, qui fait I’objet, sous ce titre, du tract 98. 

Mais Tentreprise la plus vaste k cet 4gard est, en* 1836, la 
Library of the fathers, destin^e k faire passer en langue anglaise 
les principaux chefs-d’oeuvre de la patristique et due k Tinitia- 
tive de Pusey qui donne comme premier num^ro de la collection 
une refonte de la traduction des Confessions de saint Augustin 
par W. Wattes, avec preface appropri6e. Newman y collabore 
activement avec Keble, esp^rant, ainsi qu’il T^crit, faire couler 
par elle sur son sifecle, un 4(flot de th4ologie»*. Au grand oeuvre 
chacun apperte sa pierre. Charles Marriott en est, avec Pusey, 
la cheville ouvrifere. Newman 4crit pour sa part diverses pre¬ 
faces, traduit et annote deux volumes et extraits de saint 
Athanase. Quarante-trois volumes s’etageront ainsi successive- 
ment, au rythme de quatre par an, de 1838 k novembre 1885*. 

Tel est Tenthousiasme dedanche par la bibliothfeque en- 
question qu’il suscite de beaux gestes de desinteressement. 

^ Apologia, p. 26. 

* Lett, and Coir., II, p. 183. 

* Liddon, Life of Pusey, vol. I, appendice, pp. 446—447. 
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Pusey n’h^site paa k vendre carrosses et chevaux, et Mrs Pusey 
ses bijoux, pour la financer^. Farcis 4galement de textes patristi- 
ques les tracts de Pusey 67 k 69 sur le baptfime, qui forment k 
eux trois environ 300 pages. D’autre part, et conjointement 
et en liaison 6troite avec eux, s’impriment de petites brochures, 
de prix modique elles aussi, sous le titre de Records of the Church, 
traductions de quelques Merits des premiers p6res, tels que ceux 
de saint Cyprien sur runit4 de TEglise, de TertuUien sur le 
bapteme, de Vincent des Larins sur les notes de I’h^r&ie, 
etc . .. Marriott 6dite k part, en 1848, quatre petits trait^s de 
saint Augustin; en 1853, VInterpretation par Thdodoret de toutes 
les dpitres de saint Paul. Tout cela, pour mieux favoriser le 
contact. 

A c6t6 des traductions, se placent les dtudes proprement 
dites destinies k d^gager Tame des textes et la doctrine qu’il 
sont senses contenir. Dans cet ordre d’idde se place un ouvrage 
d’envergure ne contenant pas moins de 422 pages, tel que 
The arians of the forth century, publid par Newman 4 la fin 
de 1833. Ddbordant son titre, puisque le concile de Nic4e 
n’apparaissait qu’i la 254e page et n’occupait que 20 p^es 
au plus, il visait surtout k I’dtude du milieu alexandrin et k la 
fermentation doctrinale qui, bien avant Anus, s’y dtait fait jour, 
«un oc4an k courants multiples^^, ainsi que Tderivait 1’auteur. 

A ranger tout k c6t6 The prophetical Office of the Church, ok 
il essaj^ait de former un « corps de thdologie)) avec les materiaux 
jusqu’alors dpars et mal assortis des docteurs anglicans et des 
pferes. Du meme ordre, quoique de meindre onvergure, le tract 
89 <iconcemant le mysticisme attribud aux premiers pdres 
de I’Eglise: on the mysticism attributed to the early fathers of the 
Churchy. C’est k tout instant en rdalitd que, dans les tracts, les 
pdres sont invitds k ddposer sur les diverses questions brulantes 
telles que celles de TEglise, de la pridre et de ses modalitds et 
frequence, du jeune, de la regdndration baptismale, de la trans¬ 
substantiation, du purgatoire, du cdlibat eccldsiastique tout 
particulidrement. 

^ Geoffrey Faber, Oxford Apostles, 2® 6d. p. 355. 

* Apologia, p. 26. 
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Non content de chercher dans les p^res un appui de la pens^ 
th^ologique, les tractariens, allant plus loin, ambitionnent de 
lier avec eux une amiti6 particulifere r^lle et veritable. Tel 
est le cas de Newman dans les Historical Sketches, Et cela, chose 
plus strange encore, sans tirer k lui les textes le moins du monde 
et les solliciter, sans les «newmaniseri>, autrement dit, par une 
sorte de connaturalit4, seule expliquable par les aspects varies 
de sa riche personnalit^ I’apparentant aux grands modules 
qu’il d^crit. N’a-t-il pas, de par son amour de la v4rit6 qui lui 
fait se rendre cette justice qu’il n’a jamais «p4ch6 centre elle», 
partie ]i6e avec Athanase, de par son temperament tout fait 
d’interiorite et de sensitiveness et, au surplus, quelque peu 
meiancolique et tinte de byronisme, avec un Gregoire de 
Nazianze, de par son attention portee vers le «reel» tant 
spirituel que materiel, avec un Chrysostome, si homme dans 
la meilleure acception du terme, autant que si saint. H ne cache 
pas d’ailleurs, dans la petite Introdvjctkm k son etude sur les 
demiferes annees de ce p^re, sorte de petit manifesto patristique, 
mais combien gros de portee, que ce qui I’interesse surtout 
chez ces geants, c’est dleur interieurj^ le «secret de leur vie 
d’ homme », toute, choses aussi etrang^res heias k tant de patro- 
logues que le secret des Ecritures k tant d’exegfetes. 

Pour Newman enfin, le culte des peres aboutira ni plus ni 
moins, et cela tout k fait k son insu, et avec la plus parfaite 
candour, k le conduire k Rome. Ses ennemis le lui avaient 
pr^dit sans detour: <(Les pferes, avaient-ils coutume de lui dire, 
vous conduiront k Rome!» Longtemps cependant il s’^tait fait 
illusion. Dieu sait avec quelle ardour il s’^tait attach^, en se 
les asociant, k tracer sa via media. «S’il se trouvait dans les 
pferes, 6crivait-il confiant, et comme pour parer k toute Eventua¬ 
lity quelque chose qui put surprendre, ce ne serait que pour 
un temps, T explication serait facile k trouver; en tout cas, 
cela ne pourrait conduire k Rome^.)) La rEalitE n’allait pas tarder 
k le dEmentir. 

Un premier doute lui vient, vers la fin de juin 1839, k propos 
de rhistoire des monophysites. Ce qu’ Etaient ces hErEtiques, 

^ Apologia, p. 56, 63. 
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au Ve sifecle, par rapport k FEglise universelle et au sifege de 
Rome, les anglicans ne le sont-ils pas pr4cisdment au XXe? 
Terrible, impressionante au possible la similitude. Du coup, 
la «forteresse» qu’^tait pour lui TAntiquit^, et qu’il s’^tait 
plu k consid6rer comme imprenable, lui parait 4branl4e. Ce 
doute, un article de Wiseman, lu au cours du mois d’aout, dans 
lequel Tillustre pr^lat rapprochait les donatistes des anglicans, 
ne va faire encore que Taggraver. iSecurus jvdicat orbis terramm^: 
C’est TEglise universelle qui juge en s^curitd: cette sentence, 
cit6e par Tauteur, par laquelle Augustin pr^tendait indiquer 
un moyen crucial de d4partager les deux Episcopate d’Afidque 
en rivalitE, lui procure comme lune crise d’estomac», tant elles 
lui parait condammer sa propre position. La via media, il le 
voit bien, et il n’hEsite pas k TEcrire, c’est dEsormais r«Equilibre 
sur une jambe»^. A la fin de 1841, il est «8ur son lit de mort»% 
Encore un jpeu, et, k la faveur du loisir studieux de Littlemore, 
fEcondE par une priEre instante, qui va lui permettre de mettre 
au point sa position considErEe comme de plus en plus intenable, 
il ne tardera pas k rEtablir le pont entre TEglise primitive et 
le catholicisme remain, celui-ci en Etant, k bien considErer les 
choses, non point le contre-pied, mais le «dEveloppement 
naturel et nEcessairet, et cela «historiquement et logiquementi*. 

D’oti une double issue k la fermentation patristique qui se 
fait jour au sein du Mouvement d’Oxford: tandis que celui 
qui en est Tame va s’effondrer ♦sous les coups de saint LEom^, 
ses satellites, eux, resteront, pour la plupart du moins, irrEduc- 
tibles dans leur position religieuse. Divergence frappante, que 
j’aurais mauvaise grace k qualifier, prEfErant m’abriter derriEre 
r exclamation de surprise de TApdtre s’Ecriant, abimE qu’il 
est devant I’insondable de Dieu: ♦O abime de richesse de 
sagesse et de science de Dieu, qu’impEnEtrables sont done ses 
jugements et inexplorables ses voies®!^ 

^ Apologia, pp. 114 — 117. 

* Ibid., p. 147. 

* Essay on development, p. 170. 

* Apologia, p. 120. 

» Rom., XI, 33. 
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Die antiarianische Bewegung im Abendlande 
tmd die Wege ihrer religios-kulturellen Auswirkung 

J. A. JuNOMANN S. J., Innsbruck 

DaB die religiose Geisteswelt zwischen der Patristik und dem 
friihen Mittelalter bei aller Kontinuitat der theoretischen Aus- 
sagen einen tiefgehenden Wandel durchgemacht hat, liegt auf 
der Hand. Er zeigt sich vor allem in der christlichen Kunst und 
in der Liturgie. Als besonders auffallige Symptome dieses Wan- 
dels konnen folgende Tatsachen genannt werden: Gegenuber 
dem osterlichen Gedankenkreis mit den Bildem vom verklarten 
Erloser in seiner himmlischen Herrlichkeit tritt das weihnacht- 
liche Thema in den Vordergrund und dann uberhaupt der Be- 
reich des irdischen Lebens Jesu mit Kindheits- und Leidens- 
geschichte. Im liturgischen Beten wird die Gebetsanrede an 
Gott durch Christus und damit der Gedanke von der Mittler- 
schaft Christi an vielen Stellen zuriickgedrangt durch die An- 
rede an Christus oder an die heiligste Dreifaltigkeit. Im Gottes- 
dienst selber wird der Gemeinschafbscharakter stark abge- 
schwacht, indem der Klerus am Altar sich weithin isoliert und 
das Volk dem liturgischen Vorgang nur mehr an Hand einer allego- 
rischen Deutung derZeremonien folgt. In der Frommigkeitshaltung 
tritt das BewuBtsein vom neuen Leben in Christus zuriick; im 
Vordergrunde steht nun das Gesetzhafte und das menschliche Tim. 

Der Erklanmg dieses fiir die religiose Kultur des Mittel- 
alters entscheidenden Ubergangs sind bisher nur geringe Be- 
miihungen gewidmet worden. Es ist, besonders von Abt Ilde- 
fons Herwegen, auf den Charakter der nun herrschenden ger- 
manischen Volker hingewiesen worden, auf ihre am Subjektiven 
und Konkreten interessierte Geisteshaltung; naherhin soil der 
entscheidende Umschwung durch das Schwinden des Verstand- 
nisses fiir das Kultmysterium hervorgerufen sein. 
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Es scheint aber, daB die treibenden ICrafte der bier vorliegen- 
den Entwicklung in erster Linie vielmehr zu suchen sind im 
Abwehrkampf und in der Abwehrhaltung gegeniiber dem Arianis- 
mus, der das Dogma von der Gottheit Christi bedrohte, einer 
Abwehr, die zumal in Spanien bis an den Ausgang des sechsten 
Jahrhunderts eine bittere Notwendigkeit war. Die Geistig- 
keit der damals fiihrenden spanischen Kirche hat aber u. a. 
auf die irische Kirche nachhaltig eingewirkt; in der Erforschung 
der irisch-keltischen Liturgie sind die „spanish symptoms** 
seit Edmund Bishop ein gelaufiger BegriflF. tJber die Angel- 
sachsen, besonders Bonifatius und Alkuin, wirkt diese Haltung 
auf das Festland zuriick, wo die gallikanische Liturgie auch 
ihrerseits schon, wenn auch weniger tief, von der gleichen 
Geistesart gepragt gewesen war. Hier stoBt die Entwicklung 
auf die romische Liturgie, die inzwischen im Frankenreich 
herrschend geworden ist und die ihrerseits zunachst noch ganz 
von der alteren Haltung bestimmt war. In einer Reihe von 
charakteristischen Anderungen, die diese auf dem neuen Boden 
erfahrt, ofiFenbart sich die Kxaft der in Rede stehenden Ent¬ 
wicklung. 

Es ware also eine lohnende Aufgabe, den genaueren Wegen 
dieses bedeutsamen Vorgangs nachzuspuren. Nach Feststellung 
charakteristischer Elemente der einen wie der anderen Geistes- 
haltung, die sozusagen als Leitfossilien dienen mtiBten, w&ren 
die spanischen, irischen, angelsachsischen und frankischen 
Quellen auf ihre Zugehorigkeit zur alteren imd auf ihre Beein- 
flussung Oder Bestimmung durch die neuere Geistesart zu durch- 
forschen^. 


^ In groben Umrifisen habe ich den Gesamtvorgang zu zeichnen ver- 
sucht in der Studie „Die Abwehr des germanischen Arianismus und der 
Umbruch der religiosen Kultur im friihen Mittelalter**, Zeitschrift f. 
kath. Theologie 69 (1947) 36—99. Eine Studie eines meiner Schuler iiber 
Alloiin ist in Vorbereitung. Bedeutsam ist auch die Abhcmdlung von 
Erwin Iserloh, Die Kontinuitat dee Christentums beim tlbergang von der 
Antike zum Mittelalter im Lichte der Glaubensverkiindigung des heiligen 
Bonifatius, Trierer Theologische Zeitschrift 63 (1964) 193—206. 
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The 150 Holy Fathers 
of the Council of Constantinople 381 A. D. 

Some notes on the Bishop-lists 
N. Q. Kino, Achimota (Gold Coast) 

The Council of Constantinople which was held in 381, after¬ 
wards known as the Council of the 150 Holy Fathers, and later 
still, as the Second Oecumenical, was a meeting of unique im¬ 
portance, but no minutes of its proceedings, as such, have survi¬ 
ved, and we cannot even be sure of its Bishop-lists. Although 
the Priscan, Isidorian and Dionysian Latin, as well as some 
SjTiac versions were known, as late as the end of the last cen¬ 
tury, scholars could seriously doubt the value of the extant 
Bishop-lists. But since the publication of the lists given by the 
Patmos manuscripts and Qoy\ and the definitive edition 
of the Syriac manuscripts, the whole study has been placed 
on a secure basis We may with confidence put forward a list 
of about 140 of the Fathers, and say that they attended, and 
base certain deductions on this confidence. Unfortunately the 
end of the lists in the Patmian manuscripts is in disorder, so 
we cannot be as sure about the last six or so names. Never¬ 
theless, after a few slight modifications, the Syriac list may be 
accepted much as it stands. 

The first name on the list is that of Nectarius, Gregory of 
Nazianzus* successor as Bishop of Constantinople. This may be 
clear proof that the primacy of Constantinople was accepted in 
the manner laid down by the third canon of the Council. It is 

^ C. H. Turner in Journal of Theological Studies XV (1914) pp. 168 
—178, and in Ecclesiae Occidentalis Monumenta luris Antiquissima, 
tom. II, pars III, Oxford 1939, pp. 433—464 gives the Greek and Latin 
Lists. For the Syriac see F. Schulthess, Die syrischen Kanones der 
Synoden von Nicaea bis Chalcedon (Abhandlungen d. kgl. Gesellsch. d. 
Wissensch. zu Gottingen, phil.-hist. Kl., N. F. Bd. X, no 2), Berlin 
1908, pp. 113ff. and ed. J.-B. Chabot, Chronique de Michel le Syrien, 
Paris 1904, vol. IV, pp. 158ff.; cf. also O. Braun in Orientalische Stu- 
dien Th. Noldeke gewidmet, Leipzig 1906, vol. I, pp. 463 fi. 
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significant to find that in a law of 30 July 381' the same prece¬ 
dence of Constantinople over Alexandria is taken for granted. 
On the other hand, it is possible that Nectarius signed first, not 
as Bishop of Constantinople, but as representative of the Em¬ 
peror. The see of Rome had sent no delegates to this Council 
perhaps because the Councils of Constantinople and Aquileia 381 
were looked upon as twin oecumenical councils as Seleucia and 
Rimini had been in 359, and Rome would not be represented at an 
Eastern Council*. However, we know that Pope Damasus briefed 
Ascholius of Thessalonika on what attitude to take at Constan¬ 
tinople*. In some sense, Ascholius was the Papal representative. 
We know that he attended and played an important part. Un¬ 
fortunately his name does not appear on the Bishop-lists. Perhaps 
he refused to associate himself with the work of the CouncU 
because of the Third Canon. 

The next signatures are those of Timothy of Alexandria and 
Dorotheus of Oxyrhyncus. These are the only Egyptian names 
given. The paucity of their names contrasts with the large num¬ 
bers of Egyptians who attended Nicaea, Ephesus and Chalcedon. 
Possibly more Egyptians were present than the two whose names 
appear. In any case the Bishop of Alexandria very much represen¬ 
ted the Church of Egypt. Of Timothy it is worth remarking that 
he was the brother of Peter, the previous Bishop, and had only 
succeeded him fairly recently — hence his late arrival at the 
Council. If Theodoret^ is to be trusted, he was one of the conse- 
crators of Maximus the Cynic as Bishop of Constantinople at a 
time when Gregory of Nazianzus was the rightful claimant. If 
Timothy really had a hand in that disgraceful affair, it would 
be small wonder if he was hated by the main parties at the Coun¬ 
cil, that is, the Meletians and Cappiwiocians, who were supporters 
of S. Gregory. Also, his previous action would help to explain 
the Council’s provisions limiting the power and precedence of 
the Bishops of Alexandria. 

^ Codex Theodosianus XVT 1, 3. 

* We may compare S. Ambrose’s explanation why no Easterners 
were at Aquileia, Gesta Concilii Aquileiensis 6£t., PL XVI, 957 £1., Mansi 
III, 699 ff. 

» S. Damasi Epistola V, PL LXIH, 365£f. « H. E. V 8, 3. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 


The 150 Holy Fathers of the Council of 381 


637 


Palestine was well represented by nine Bishops, headed by 
Cyril of Jerusalem. According to the list, his right to the see 
of Jerusalem was taken for granted. Phoenicia sent nine men. 
A certain Zeno represented Tyre, and, if this is the same Zeno 
who signed at Nicaea in 325, he seems to be the only man whoso 
name appears on both lists. Berytus was represented by Timothy. 
This perhaps indicates that some Apollinarians were still ac¬ 
ceptable among the Fathers. Syria was represented by fourteen 
men. Meletius of Antioch heads the list, although we know he 
died fairly soon after the beginning of the Council, and Flavian, 
his successor, and Elpidius, signed as priests of Antioch. Pau- 
linus of Antioch (Bishop of the Eustathians) was not present, 
although he attended the Council of Rome in 382. His absence 
lends some support to the view that the Fathers of 381 should 
be considered “Neo-Nicenes” rather than strict “Nicenes’* of 
the type of Eustathius of Antioch who played so important a 
part at Nicaea in 325. Laodicea was represented by Pelagius 
who attended the Councils of Antioch of 363 and 379 on behalf 
of that see. It is known that this Pelagius was an ally of Meletius 
of Antioch. Possibly some ecclesiastical chicanery, backed by 
Meletius and aimed against ApoUinarius, had been going on 
some time before ApoUinarius’ christological views gave his 
enemies a chance to get him condemned. 

If we compare our list at this point with Theodoret’s descrip¬ 
tion of the party Meletius built up in the Antioch area in 379 
and 380, and with the fragmentary list of names of the Council 
of Antioch of 379 given by the Verona Codex LX (58) ^ it seems 
probable that the Meletian party was weU organised and had 
a prepared programme before the Council of 381 met, and was 
thereby enabled to gain its own way. It is possible to suggest 
that what the Council of Antioch in the winter of 324/325 was 
to Nicaea 325, Antioch 379 was to Constantinople 381. 

^ Theodoret H. E. V 4. On the Verona Codex and the Council of 379 
see Turner, op. cit. I 625 f.; the Ballerini (PL LVI, 143 ff.); Merenda 
(PL Xin, 347ff.); Schwartz, Nachrichten v. d. kgl. Gesellschaft d. 
Wissensch. zu Gottingen, phil.-hist. Kl., 1904 pp. 357ff., and ZNTW 
XXXV (1936) pp. 1—17; Telfer, Harvard Theological Review XXXVI 
(1943) pp.l69—246; Bardy, Revue BenedictineXLV (1933)pp.l96—213. 
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We return now to the rest of the list. Arabia was represented 
by six men, two of whom, Agapius and Bagadius in later years 
contended for Bostra. Osrhoena, Mesopotamia and Auguste- 
euphratensia sent eleven men, among whom at least four were 
prot4g^ of Meletius of Antioch. Cilicia sent eight men, led by 
Diodore of Tarsus, who had been consecrated by Meletius. 

Cappadocia was represented by at least six men, who in¬ 
cluded BasiPs successor at Caesarea, Helladius, and his brother, 
Gregory of Nyssa. This Gregory had attended the Council of 
Antioch in 379^. Theodoret^ says Basil’s brother Peter was 
present at Constantinople, 381, but he does not appear on the 
list. Gregory of Nazianzus appears in the list as Bishop of that 
see, although he probably did not attend the Council after 
resigning from Constantinople. Armenia Minor sent two men 
who may have been father and son, and Isauria sent eleven. 

Cyprus sent four men. Epiphanius of Salamis is conspicuous 
by his absence. He was a supporter of Paulinus of Antioch and 
attended the Roman Council of 382. He probably shared the 
Western suspicion of the new regime amongst the Orientals. 

Pamphylia sent ten men and Lycaonia thirteen, among whom 
were known friends of S. Gregory of Nazianzus Pisidia sent fifteen 
men, Lycia nine, the Phrygias four, Caria two and Bithynia five. 
We come now to the end of the list. 

The end of the Patmian list: 

Ildvxov 

1401 . . 145 ’'Aygiog 7t6?.€cog ^Hfiifidvrov 

14l| Ilovrov IloXefxovtaxov 

142 TeQivriog n6Xt(og *Afiaoiag 146 ^AraoPiog diA KvXov ava~ 

143 ndXecog To/iaioiv ynbarcov 

144 Ee^aartavog noXecog Xeg- 
aovrjoov 

*AxOievg noXeayg 'Anafielag 

1 De vita S. Macrinae, PG XLVT, 973d. 

* H. E. V 8, 4. 

« See his testament, PG XXXVTI, 393f. and Martroye, M^moires 
de la Soc. Antiq. de France LXXVI p. 219. 
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Greek •‘equivalent”; 


ndvrov ^AjLiaatag 

140 Havcdtpiog TtdXecog * IfidiQtov 

Mvalag 

141 MoQTVQiog MoQxiavovTiSXeojQ 

Zxvdtag 


^ |..0D0L^ 

o9^uovx? 

)b^ U-QOfio; 


142 TegivtiOQ ndkecog TofxaUov 

143 AWiQvoq ndXeoyq Xegaovijaov 

CHjiitjii6vTov (transferred 
from 145) 

144 ZepacrciavoQ TtdXecog ^AyxuxXov 

Enavlaq 

145 ""Ayqux; noXeojQ ^Hfxtixdvxov 

Tldvxov noXefAoviaxov 

146 ^AxdqPux; dia KvXov 
dvayv<barov 


^ncTn.iQK>;Q? 

^ija4>ou> 
3DOi.j^on*VD 
^ i^laoDj 
>e^]jajoo»j] 5Pa-V;J 
^pooasJlQa 

i<ov3 .gpoi^oc) ^ 3pQo;^) 


The Syriac shows the disorder of the Patmian list. Amasia, 
part of an area-name, has been changed into a see-town, and 
as a result Bishops* names and see-towns do not correspond at 
142 and 143. Thus, Terentius was Bishop of Tomi. 

At 144 line 2 a town has been made into a Bishop’s name, and 
this fictitious person has been given a see made out of an area- 
heading. The Syriac is in excellent order and can be accepted 
much as it stands. At 145, however, Agrius’ see-town is obviously 
the area-name Haemirrurnttis, and as 144 was in that area, the 
name can be moved up to stand after 143. If this is correct. 
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Agrius is loft under the Spanish area-heading, but his see is 
unknown. 

If the Syriac list is accepted with the placing of Haemimontus 
as an area-name before Anchialus^, it would seem that Pontus 
sent two men, Moesia sent the Bishop of Marcianopolis, Scythia 
sent the Bishops of Tomi and Cherson, Haemimontus sent one 
man. If the Syriac and Latin lists can be trusted, a Bishop called 
Agrius from Spain was present. His see’s name has been lost. 
One can imagine that with a Spanish Emperor, a lone Spanish 
Bishop might well have been present. His is the last episcopal 
signature, for Atarbius (who may have been from Neocaesarea) 
signed by the hand of a Reader. As a more or less solitary figure 
in an unofficial capacity, Agrius’ name could well have been 
put in at the end of all the Bishop’s names, but he would be 
given precedence over a Reader. 

If we visualise the sees represented located on a map, three 
important points spring to mind^. Firstly, the West was in¬ 
adequately represented, (to say the least of it). This did not 
prevent the eventual recognition of the Council as oecumenical, 
even when the sister western Council of Aquileia 381 had faded 
into insignificance. Secondly, Asia, Lydia and the Islands, where 
a number of ancient and great sees were located, and where 
many luminaries had fallen asleep, were not represented at all. 
Indeed, the western coastal areas of Asia Minor as a whole had 
not sent many men. This may have been because the area was 
“Macedonian” in outlook. Socrates® says that 36 Macedonians, 
mostly from the region of the Hellespont, and led by Eleusius 
of CyzicuB and Marcian of Lampsacus, came to the Council. 
They decamped before long. The ecclesiastical vacuum was later 

1 See also Turner’s works cited above (E. O. M. I. A. p. 462, J. T. S. 
p. 177f.); E. Schwartz, t)ber die Bischofslisten der Synoden von Chal- 
kodon, Nicaea und Konstantinopel (Abhandl. d. Bayer. Akad. d. 
Wise., phil.-hist. Abt., N. F. Heft 13), Miinchen 1937, p. 84f., Honig- 
mann, Byzantion XI 2 (1936) p. 444fi. and XII 2 p. 341. 

* When this paper waa read at the Conference, copies of a map 
showing the sees respresented were put before the audience. It is hoped 
to publish this map in a forthcoming book. 

• H. E. V 8, 6. 
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filled by the out-reaching power of Constantinople. Thirdly, it 
is clear that the strength of the Council lay in the south central 
part of Asia Minor and in Antioch and its hinterland. We know 
from other evidence that the alliance of Cappadocians and Mele- 
tians at Constantinople 381 was significant. 

One may say of Constantinople 381 that it was a success and 
led to years of peace and reconciliation in the Church of the 
Roman Empire. Our study of the Bishop-lists, together with the 
church history of the times, suggests that the controlling element 
at this Council, which was later accepted by the Church as 
authoritative, consisted of only a small band of Bishops. These 
men knew their own mind, and had a firm grasp of what was 
for the good of the Church. Despite opposition and the knowledge 
that many important sees did not support them, they pushed 
on with what they considered right, and eventually their wisdom 
was recognised by the Church. 
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ZuT Taufe Kaiser Konstantins 

H. Ejiaft, Heidelberg 

Nur weniger Menschen Frommigkeit wird von der Greschichts- 
forschung so lebhaft diskutiert wie die Konstantins. War er 
ein roher, aberglaubischer Soldat oder ein armer, tastender 
Mensch, ein unreligioser Politiker oder ein aufrichtiger, ehrlich 
iiberzeugter Christ? An anderer Stelle^ hat der Verfasser zu 
zeigen versucht, daU diese nnserer eigenen Anschauung ent- 
nommenen Kategorien nicht ausreichen, um die Personlich- 
keit des Kaisers als Einheit zu verstehen, dafl wir vielmehr 
genotigt sind, Konstantin, um ihm gerecht zu werden, mit 
seinen eigenen MaBstaben zu messen. Es sind die MaBstabe 
seiner Zeit, der ausgehenden Antike, des synkretistischen 
4. Jahrhimderts. Hier geht es um eine bescheidenere Aufgabe. 
Wir wollen das Gewicht eines haufig gebrauchten Argumentes 
gegen das Christentum Konstantins diskutieren, seine spate 
Taufe. 

Bekanntlich hat der Kaiser seine Taufe hinausgeschoben, 
bis der Tod bei ihm anklopfte. Wenn man sich fragt, wie diese 
Tatsache zu bewerten sei, so gibt — scheinbar — er selbst die 
Erklarung. Nach dem Bericht in Eusebs Vita halt Konstantin 
vor seiner Taufe folgende Ansprache: ,,Dies ist der Augenblick, 
auf den ich schon langst gehoflft habe, danach verlangend und 
mich sehnend, das Heil in Gott zu erlangen. Die Stunde ist 
gekommen, daB auch wir das Unsterblichkeit verleihende Siegel 
empfangen, die Stunde, daB wir der Besiegelung des Heiles 
teilhaftig werden. In den Fluten des Jordan hatte ich einst 
gedacht, dies zu erlangen, in denen auch unser Erloser, uns zum 
Vorbild, die Taufe empfangen hat, wie berichtet steht. Gott 

^ H. Blraft, Kaiser Konstantins religiose Entwicklung, Beitr. z. Hist. 
Theologie 20, Tubingen 1966. 
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aber, der weiO, was uns frommt, will uns schon hier dieser Gnade 
wurdigen. Nicht soil darum noch ein Zweifel herrschen; 
denn weim auch der Herr iiber Leben und Tod uns hier noch 
langer leben lassen sollte, auch dann ist ein flir allemal bestimmt, 
daU ich mich fiirder dem Volke Gottes zugeselle und im Gebete 
mit alien an der Feier des Gottesdienstes teilnehme. Die gottes- 
fiirchtigen Lebenssatzungen will ich mir nunmehr vorschreiben** 

In der Mitte des Abschnitts finden wir das Satzchen 
oSv dijupipokla rig yiyvea&co. Den „Zweifer‘, von dem Kon¬ 
stantin spricht, konnte man dahin verstehen, daB er sein ganzes 
Leben lang zwischen Heiden- und Christentum geschwankt 
habe, bis er in Todesnot nach der Taufe griff wie der Ertrinkende 
nach dem Strohhalm. 

Ware diese Erklarung richtig, sie ware eine krafbige Stiitze 
f iir die Deutung Konstantins als eines in seiner religiosen Haltung 
unentschiedenen Menschen. Aber das ist nicht der Fall. Bereits 
F. J. Dolger hat gezeigt^, daB der Taufaufschub im 4. Jahr- 
hundert Sitte wird und daB Konstantins Spattaufe von dieser 
Sitte her zu erklaren ist. Die Griinde fiir das tJberhandnehmen 
des Taufaufschubs sind kompliziert, und das Phanomen be- 
darf noch der zusammenfassenden Darstellung; das Faktum 
als solches ist nicht zu bestreiten, wenn man sich auch von 
seinen AusmaBen nur schwer ein Bild machen kann. Immerhin 
ist es recht vielsagend, daB die Mehrzahl der Kirchenvater 
dieser Zeit nicht etwa im Kindesalter, sondem erst zu Beginn 
ihrer kirchlichen Tatigkeit getauft wurde. Noch lehrreicher ist 
ein Vergleich Konstantins mit seinem Sohn Konstantins, dessen 
Christentum von niemandem angefochten wird. Denn gerade 
Konstantins weist in dieser Hinsicht eine iiberraschende Parallele 
zu Konstantin auf. 

Wir gehen von Konstantins Wendung im Jahre 312 aus. 
Man mag die Ereignisse deuten wie man will — wenn man ihre 
Historizitat nicht ganz bestreitet, dann kommt man um die 
Anerkennung der Tatsache nicht herum, daB Konstantin vor 

^ Vita Constantini IV, 62 (Ubersetzung v. Pfaffisch, BKV 9). 

• F. J. Dolger, Die Taufe Konstantins, 19. Suppl. d. Rom. Quartals- 
schrift, 1913. 
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seinem Kampf gegen Maxentius sich durch ein sichtbares Zei- 
chen der Hilfe des Christengottes versicherte und sein Heer in 
den Dienst dieses Gottes stellte. Etwas Ahnbches tat bei ent- 
sprecbender Gelegenbeit aucb Konstantins. Wir lesen bei 
Tbeodoret^, er babe vor dem Kampf gegen den Usurpator 
Magnentius sein Heer versammelt und die Ungetauften auf- 
gefordert, die beibgen Mysterien zu empfangen, denn . ich 
ertrage es nicbt, zusammen mit Uneingeweibten zu kampfen“. 
Der Kaiser, der so spracb, war nocb lange nicbt getauft und 
dacbte aucb nocb nicbt daran, die Taufe an sicb vollzieben zu 
lassen. Das ist ein merkwiirdiger Umstand, den wir versteben, 
wenn wir die Begriindimg lesen, die der Herrscber fiir seinen Be- 
febl gibt. Er fiibrt darin aus, daU das Leben eine sebr unsicbere 
Sacbe sei, vor allem im Krieg, wo die Pfeile flogen. Da konne 
der Tod sebr scbnell eintreten, und desbalb miisse jeder das 
wertvoUe Gewand besitzen, „das wir vor allem in jenem Leben 
benotigen**. Hier greifen wir die Anscbauimg des gewobnbcben 
Christen im 4. Jabrbundert; die Taufe bat fiir den profanen, 
der Welt und dem Staat verbafteten Menscben keine erkennbare 
Bedeutimg fiir dieses Leben, sondem erst fiir jenes. Man laBt 
sicb taufen, wenn man mit dem Tod recbnen muB oder wenn 
man Kleriker wird; vorscbnelle Hast wiirde nur zu einer un- 
sinnigen Vergeudung der Generalsiindenvergebung fiibren. 
Konstantius kampfte nicbt mit, sondem bbeb sebr weit vom 
ScbuB; er braucbte also seine Taufermabnung nicbt auf sich 
selbst anzuwenden und batte keine Ursacbe, sich taufen zu 
lassen. Zehn Jahre spater erhob sich Julian gegen ihn. Kon¬ 
stantius nahm die Sacbe — wozu er durcbaus Grund batte — 
wesentbch ernster und beB sich taufen. Die Ereignisse zeigen, 
daB er recht daran getan batte; er starb, bevor es zum Kampf 
gekommen war, „durch die Sorgen vom Schlag getroffen“*. 

Zuriick zu Konstantin. Wenn wir am Beispiel des Konstantius 
gelemt haben, daB die Spattaufe nicbt als Zeugnis gegen eine 
cbristbche tTberzeugung benutzt werden darf, dann wird der 


^ Theodoret, H. e. Ill, 3, 7. 
* Sokrates, H. e. II, 47. 
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oben herausgehobene Satz noch merkwiirdiger. Als sein Ver- 
fasser ist auf jeden Fall Euseb anzusehen. Die Reden in der 
Vita CoTistantini sind nie authentische Reden, sondem von 
Euseb fur sein Werk komponiert. Wenn man aber gelegentlich 
voraussetzen kann, daO Euseb als Augen- und Ohrenzeuge wirk- 
lich gehaltene Reden sich zum Vorbild nahm, so ist die Annahme 
diesmal undurchfuhrbar. Euseb war, wie sich mit groOer Wahr- 
scheinlichkeit zeigen laOt, nicht dabei. Zudem paBt die Vor- 
stellung, der sterbende Held schwinge sich noch einmal zu 
feierlichen Reden auf, besser auf die Biihne oder in ein Ge- 
schichtswerk als in die Wirklichkeit eines Sterbezimmers. Ist 
es nim wahrscheinlich, daO das Satzchen von Euseb stammt 
und nicht von Konstantin, dann hat sich unsere Frage ver- 
schoben und heiCt jetzt: Was will Euseb den Kaiser sagen 
lassen? Von vomherein konnen wir eine Antwort geben: Es 
ist ganz undenkbar, daB Euseb Konstantin Zweifel an seinem 
Christentum in den Mund legen woUte; in diesem Fall hatte 
er sein ganzes Buch nicht zu schreiben brauchen. 

Die Erkenntnis, daB Euseb und nicht Konstantin fiir die 
Rede verantwortlich ist, kann uns indessen noch ein Stuck 
weiter fiihren. Der Satz gehort — wie librigens auch sein Kon- 
text — ziu* Topik der Taufansprachen. Er ist von der Sitte des 
Taufaufschubs her zu verstehen. Die Kirche hat diese Sitte 
keineswegs gebilligt, sondem als einen MiBbrauch energisch, 
wenn auch zimachst erfolglos bekampft^. Der Taufaufschub 
machte ja aus der Siindenvergebung eine Siindenerlaubnis, und 
so predigen die Bischofe dagegen und drangen auf den Vollzug 
der Taufe. Das Hauptargument haben wir bereits von Kon¬ 
stantins vemommen: WerweiB, wie nahe mir mein Ende. Es 
kann rasch zu spat sein. Aber auch dann, wenn es gerade noch 
reicht, bleibt eine solche Taufe unwiirdig; statt freiwillig zu 
kommen, lasse man sich lieber zwingen, statt daB er kraftig und 
entschieden das Bekenntnis ablege, miissen Freunde den Fie- 
bemden tragen. Das ist eine Verachtung des heiligen Myste- 
riums, der kostbaren Gabe. 

^ Fiir das Folgende s. Basil., Horn. 13, 6 (PG 31,436); Greg. Naz., Or. 40, 
11 (PG 36, 360); Chrysost., In Acta Apost. horn. 1, 8 (PG 60, 24). 
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Wir konnen den Taufermahniingen aber nicht nur die Argu- 
mente der Prediger entnehmen, sondem auch derer, die sich 
dem Druck dieser Argumente zu entziehen trachteten. Wem 
so eindringlich zugeredet wurde, dem blieb immer noch eine 
Ausrede. Die Taufe ist ja an die Bedingung des Glaubens ge- 
kniipft; wer also die Taufe aufschieben wollte, der konnte sich 
darauf berufen, daB er eben diese Bedingung nicht erfuUe. Er 
schutzte ,,Zweifer‘ vor. Das scheint recht haufig der Fall ge- 
wesen zu sein. Man darf hier nicht fragen, an was der BetreflFende 
eigentlich gezweifelt habe. Das Wort wird technisch gebraucht 
als Bedingung des Taufaufschubs, wie der ,,Glaube“ nicht nur 
sachlich-inhaltlich, sondem auch formal-technisch zur Taufe 
gehort und in diesem Sinn bekanntlich das formulierte Tauf- 
bekenntnis bedeutet. Das heiBt, daB jener Satz Eusebs im Munde 
Konstantins nicht mehr heiBt als „nun moge die Sache nicht 
langer aufgeschoben werden“. Es ist leicht einzusehen, daB 
ein solches Verstandnis, und nur ein solches, in den Kontext 
paBt, wo Konstantin vom Taufaufschub redet. 

Wenn wir nun vorher behauptet hatten, Euseb habe den 
wirklichen Hergang von Konstantins Taufe nicht wissen konnen 
und sei daher kein brauchbarer Zeuge, so ist diese Aussage auf 
die Taufe des Kaisers zu beschranken. Euseb hat tatsachlich 
einmal gehort, daB Konstantin einen solchen Satz gesprochen 
hat; nur ist das bereits 12 Jahre friiher auf dem Konzil von 
Nicaa geschehen. Dieser Satz findet sich in einer Rede Kon¬ 
stantins, die uns (Jelasius^ uberliefert hat. Zur Erklarung der 
Stelle miissen wir etwas ausholen. Konstantin schreibt nach 
dem Konzil mehrfach von seiner Freude, ovv&egcbuov geworden 
zu sein Da Konstantin sich schon vorher als Christ, als culior 
dei fiihlte, kann das nur bedeuten, daB er der Meinung war, 
kiirzlich durch einen besonderen Akt in die Kirche eingetreten 
zu sein. Dieser Akt war vermutlich nur die Verkiindung seines 
Entschlusses; er muB jedoch objektiv wahmehmbar gewesen 
sein. Nun dient die genannte Rede aber tatsachlich dem Zweck, 
einen derartigen EntschluB zu verkunden. Konstantin schil- 

^ Gelasius, H. e. II, 7, 7. 

* Athanasius, Deer. Nic. syn. 38, 3; 41, 6; Vita CJonst. ni, 17, 2. 
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dert in ihrem Exordium die Herrlichkeit der Kirche^ und be- 
endet diesen Abschnitt damit, daQ er sagt, jene Herrlichkeit 
babe ihn so iiberzeugt, Iva TtdQQO} fie iarcbra dfMpipoXSg rig 
Xaoyg rrjg yyvxfjg nlartg djUQydarpcai rrjg dXrjf&etag dvd^fiocrcov^ ,,daB 
mich nicht langer ein zweifelnder Glaube der Seele abhalten 
soil, mich mit der Wahrheit zu verbinden“. Entsprechend 
seiner Gewohnheit kehrt der Kaiser am Ende seiner Rede zu 
seinem Ausgangspunkt zuriick und fordert die heilige Ver- 
sammlung auf, ihn aufzunehmen „und nicht zu dulden, daU 
mir die Tiiren der hochweisen Kirche, unser aller Mutter, ver- 
schlossen bleiben usf. Wir sehen, die Situation Konstantins 
laBt sich mit der eines Tauflings vergleichen. Charakteristischer- 
weise gebraucht er in dem Augenblick, wo er erklart, seinen 
Eintritt in die Kirche nicht langer aufschieben zu wollen, den 
BegrifF dfupipoXog, 

Wir brauchen uns nicht zu wundem, daB Konstantin glaubte, 
ohne Taufe in die Kirche eingetreten zu sein. Die Bischofe 
erkannten diesen Anspruch des Kaisers widerstandslos an, ja, 
sie unterstiitzten ihn sogar dabei. Wir konnen an Konstantin 
gewiB keine hoheren Anforderungen stellen als beispielsweise 
an Euseb, der dem Kaiser erklarte: „Dich, den Gott eingeweiht 
hat, weihen wir nicht ein“®; und sicher war es auch nicht Kon¬ 
stantin, sondem die Kirche, die auf den Vergleich mit dem 
ebenfaUs ungetauften, aber ebenfalls auch unmittelbar dmch 
Vision berufenen Paulus gekommen ist. Wie hatte der Kaiser 
die fehlende Taufe als einen Mangel seines Christenstandes 
empfinden sollen, wenn ihm die berufenen Fiihrer der Kirche 
erklarten, fiir ihn sei nichts dergleichen erforderlich. 

Unsere Ubersicht zeigt, daB sich von der Spattaufe keine 
Einwande gegen Konstantins Christentum erheben lassen. Es 
ist eine andere Frage, ob es hierfur nicht auch gewichtigere 
Argumente gebe. So hat der Kaiser sich stets fiir einen gewissen 
Synkretismus offen gehalten. Er hat seine Theologie auBer von 
Laktanz — der in dieser Hinsicht selbst nicht ganz rein dasteht — 

^ Gelasius, H. e. II, 7, 1—7. 

* H. e. II, 7, 39. 

• Laus Constantini XI, 1. 
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groBenteils aus hermetischen Schriften bezogen. Dieselbe Weit- 
herzigkeit finden wir auch in seinem Umgang mit Menschen; 
er hat sich offensichtlich nicht vorschreiben lassen, sondem 
selbst bestimmt, wen er als Heiden ansehen wollte. Es lassen 
sich eine ganze Reihe Ton Umstanden nennen, die man, wollte 
man ihre Bedeutiing iibertreiben, gegen Konstantins Christen- 
tum ins Feld fiihren konnte. In Wirklichkeit sind sie nicht mehr 
als der Hintergrund, von dem sich das Bild des christlichen 
Kaisers je langer desto deutlicher abhebt. Doch iiberschritte 
die Erorterung dieser Dinge die Grenzen unseres Themas. 
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L’appoit des inscriptions grecques pour Thistoire 
religieuse de la Syria du nord 

C. Mond^sert S. J., Lyon 

Que r^pigraphie puisse apporter quelques secours k la com¬ 
prehension des textes patristiques, personne ne le met en doute 
et le principe est depuis longtemps admis pour les oeuvres 
ecrites en Syrie, cette province d’abord romaine puis byzantine, 
qui a un champ si fecond du christianisme jusqu’i Tlslam. 

H suffit de rappeler tout ce que suggferent, entre autres 
publications et parmi les plus recentes: 

Dans le Dictionnaire d’Archeologie Chretienne et de Liturgie, 
les articles de: 

— L. Jalabert, Citations bibliques (1914), colonnes 1731 
k 1739; 

— L. Jalabert et R. Mouterde, Inscriptions grecques chr^- 
tiennes (1926), colonnes 663—666; 

— J. Lassus, Syrie (1951), colonnes 1930—1940. 

Les publications de TUniversit^ de Princeton: 

— W. K. Prentice, Publications of an American archaeologi¬ 
cal expedition to Syria, in 1899—1900, part III; 

— W. K. Prentice, Syria. Publications of the Princeton 
University archaeological expedition to Syria 1904—1909, 
part III. 

L’article de H. Delehaye: Saints et Reliquaires d’Apam<5e, 
Analecta BoUandiana, LIU, 1935, p. 225—244. 

Le livre de R. Devreesse: Jje patriarcat d’Antioche, Paris, 
1945^ 

Le livre de J. Lassus: Les Sanctuaires chr^tiens de Syrie, 
Paris, 1947. 

' Cf. p. XVIII—XIX et p. 189—191. 
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Les recherches d’Honigmann sur la g^ographie historique de 
cette m6me region 

II y aurait d’autres travaux k citer, et notamment des publi¬ 
cations arch^ologiques; mais, plus que d’autres peut-etre, ceux 
qui viennent d’etre indiqu^ montrent d6ji assez le lien k 
4tablir constamment entre les textes et la documentation histori- 
que et g^ographique sous toutes ses formes: c’est en confrontant 
ces diverses donn^es qu’on pourra bien comprendre les allusions 
k I’auditoire auquel s’adressaient certaines homilies, le vrai sens 
technique de certains mots d6signant telle ou telle partie du 
sanctuaire ou des monuments religieux, certains gestes liturgi- 
ques, certaines functions ou institutions eccl^siastiques. 

La parution aujourd’hui du tome IV des Inscriptions Grec- 
ques et Latines de la Syrie semble ime bonne occasion pour 
presenter quelques exemples de ces precisions et de ces com¬ 
plements offerts par I’epigraphie k ceux qui s’interessent k 
I’histoire religieuse de cette importante province. 

Le volume compte environ 760 inscriptions qui pro viennent 
soit de Laodicee (I’actuelle Lattaquie), soit d’Apamee non loin 
de Hama, soit aussi des regions environnant ces deux villes. 

Presque toutes ces inscriptions sont grecques, ime vingtaine 
seulement latines. Elies ne sont pas toutes inedites, la plupart 
ayant ete d6jk publiees, mais dans des revues ou des livres si 
divers que c’est les rendre utilisables que de les presenter en un 
seul Corpus. 

Elies ofifrent d’abord des ressources appreciables pour I’ono- 
mastique et la prosopographie: presque 600 noms propres grecs 
— soit noms de localites, soit noms de personnes. Par exemple: 
le n° 1398, probablement relatif — et dans ce cas ce serait le 
premier texte epigrapWque la concemant — & la famille de 
Matemus Cynegius, ami de Theodose et son prefet du pretoire 
pour rOrient de 384 k 388: il est question de lui, sans qu’il 
soit nomme, dans I’Histoire Ecciesiastique de Theodoret (V, 21,7); 
c’est lui qui fit proteger par des soldats I’eveque Marcellus 

^ Cf. Historische Topographie von Nordsyrien im Altertum, Leipzig, 
1923; etc. 
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d’Apam6e quand celui-ci entreprit de renverser le grand temple 
de Raphan^e^. — Le n° 1660 mentionne un chef arabe fameux 
en son temps: Na'man le Ghassanide, qui vengea son pfere 
vaincu par Magnus en 681 et pilla la Syrie. Jean d’Eph^se 
(Hist. Eccl., Ill, 42), Jean Moschus (Prd Spirituel, 166) nous 
parlent de lui. — Le n° 1600 nous fait mieux connaitre la 
famille de Leontia, veuve de Fempereur Marcien (450—467) 
et fiUe de Fempereur Ldon (467—474). 

II n*y a pas k s’attarder beaucoup sur le lot des inscriptions 
de Laodicde, beaucoup plus maigre qu’on aurait pu Fespdrer, 
ce qui tient sans doute k la persistance de Fhabitat humain 
et k la continuitd de la petite ville, k travers les ages, sur le 
mdme site. II ne semble pas qu’on puisse y noter, pour notre sujet, 
quelque chose de bien original: des textes du ler et du He 
sidcles ap. J.-C., relatifs aux cultes d’Adonis, de Sdrapis, d’Isis, 
d’Artdmis, de la Fortime, d’Antinoiis, etc.; des traces de 
judaisme, et sur une inscription (n° 1282), qui parait de haute 
dpoque, le nom de Marie dans ce texte prdcddd d’une croix: 
♦ Seigneiu*, secourez Marie.» 

Beaucoup plus nombreuses et beaucoup plus significatives sont 
les inscriptions d’Apamde et de toute la rdgion voisine, FApa- 
mdne. Apamde mdriterait une copieuse monographie. Nous 
connaissons par les textes (Strabon, XVI, 2, 10 = 761—762 
dd. Cas.; etc.) sa nouvelle fondation par Seleucos Nicator sous 
les Sdleucides: elle fut alors une grande place militaire, un 
marchd agricole florissant, une ville trds peuplde, omde de 
beaux monuments^. Mais, ces demidres anndes, les recherches 
des historiens comme celles des archdologues ont montrd qu’elle 
avait dtd sous FEmpire un centre dgalement important, un lieu 
de rencontre sur le plan religieux et philosophique de FOrient 
et de FOccident, de Fhelldnisme et du christianisme et peut- 
etre meme du christianisme avec le gnosticisme. 

^ Cf. Pauly-Wissowa, art. Kynegios, col. 2527 s. (Seeck). 

* Cf. R. Cohen, La Grdce et Thelldnisation du monde antique, Clio, 
Paris, 1939, p. 628. 
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Les fouilles ex6cut4es par les missions beiges entre les ann^es 
1930 et 1939 et les inscriptions qu’elles y ont recueillies nous 
ont confirm^ deux choses: 

1°) que cette ville a connu un nouvel essor, k la fois politique 
et culturel, au lie sifecle aprfes J.-C., avec la predominance 
encore du paganisme; 

2°) que c’est & la fin du IVe sifecle que le christianisme s’y 
installe tout k fait et y tient le premiere place pendant les deux 
sifecles suivants (Ve et Vie). 

On pent entrer dans quelques details et donner quelques 
precisions. D’abord plusieurs inscriptions attestent la penetra¬ 
tion et la diffusion de la culture grecque: certaines, en parti- 
culier, accompagnant des figures sur mosalques, inspirees de la 
mythologie ou de Thistoire et susceptibles, selon Hanfmann, 
d’etre datees de la fin du IVe siecle: les Therapenides (n° 1340), 
Socrate presidant le banquet des 7 Sages (n° 1341), image de la 
Beaute personnifiee (n° 1342), etc. . . . Des steles (n° 1360, 1364, 
1366, etc.) — mais vraisemblablement anterieiucs aux mosal¬ 
ques precedentes — nous conservent des epitaphes d’un style 
assez litteraire, quelques imes metriques et relev^es aussi d’allu- 
sions trfes classiques. A cela il faut ajouter, tout prfes d’Apam^e, 
k Kefr'Akid (n° 1388), im tombeau creus^ dans le roc et ome de 
peintiucs, dont le sens est pr4cis6 par des inscriptions: I’enl^- 
vement de Proserpine, M6d4e et Jason, Narcisse . .. 

Dans cette mSme region de I’Apamfene, k Dair Solaib (n® 1383) 
dans r^glise principals, un pavement de mosaique du diaconicon 
attests, vers la fin du Ve sifecle, la permanence et la continuite 
de cette culture artistique paienne k I’^poque chr^tienne: c’est, 
quoi qu’en ait dit Cumont, un tableau cosmologique, qui a son 
pendant k Ravenne, et qui est sans doute inspire de Jean de 
Gaza: les 4 saisons y sont repr4sent4es accompagn^es d’ani- 
maux, dont 2 chevaux nomm4s Nik5 et Agathoph6r6n, qui 
rappellent les «factions» du cirque, ce qui s’explique par un 
texts de Tertullien (De spectaculis, IX): les couleurs de ces 
factions sont celles des 4 saisons. 

Mais il y a plus int^ressant. L’h4ritage du paganisme ne s’est 
pas maintenu k Apam^e jusqu’au IVe sifecle seulement par 
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Tart et par tout un formalisme officiel, peut-5tre d’ailleurs plus 
ext4rieur qu’int4rieur aux ames; les textes nous font entrevoir 
dans cette ville un centre important de la philosophie hdlldnis- 
tique pendant plusieurs sifecles, un haut lieu, si Ton peut dire, 
du syncrdtisme religieux qui caractdrise cette 4poque^. 

Apam4e 6tait au carrefour des routes qui venaient par Emfese 
(Homs) de la Jud^e et du Sud; par Bdr^e (Alep) del’Est; et, 
par Antioche et S^leucie de Pidrie, de la M4diterran4e. 

Si, peu avant I’fere chrdtienne, Apamde fut la paxtie de Posi¬ 
donius, elle a 4galement, la fin du He sifecle, la patrie et 
le lieu d*enseignement de Num^nius le pythagoricien, auteur 
fort pris4 par Plotin et dont les oeuvres figuraient dans les 
bibliothfeques d’Origfene, d’Eusfebe de C)4sar4e et de Th6odoret. 

Si Ton remarque que Num^nius connaissait et estimait d’une 
fa 9 on toute particulifere le judaisme — au point que certains his- 
toriens, comme Bigg et H.-C. Puech-, se sont demandds s’il 
n’^tait pas juif — on est heureux de trouver k Apam4e im cer¬ 
tain nombre d’inscriptions juives. Cela nous confirme I’existence 
dans cette ville, et en meme temps, on le verra, k Antioche, 
d’une colonie juive importante encore 4 la fin du IVe sifecle. 
C’est pr4cis6ment T^poque oil S. Jean CJhrysostome, i Antioche, 
prononce ses homilies «Contra Judaeos» (c’est-4-dire 386—387). 
Presque au meme moment, entre 393 et 404, Tautorit^ imp6riale 
formule huit rescrits maintenant les privileges des Juifs et de 
leurs patriarches (Code Th^odosien, XIV, 8—15)®. 

Les inscriptions n° 1319 et 1320 nomment un chef de syna¬ 
gogue d’Antioche, assez riche pour contribuer k Tembellisse- 
ment de la synagogue d’Apam^e, ville k laquelle il etait li6 par 
son manage: N° 1319 — nScma les tr^ hmorisch^fsdesyncigogue 
Eus^be, Nd^mids et Phinias^ sous le president du Conseil des 
auciens Thdodore et les tris hoTvoris anciens Istmc, Saill et autres, 
TlasioSy chef de synagogue d Antioche^ a fait omer Ventrie de 150 


^ Cf. H.-Ch. Puech, Numenius d’Apcunee et les th6ologies orientales 
au second siede, M6l€uiges Bidez, 1934, p. 746—778. 

* Cf. ibid., p. 764. 

• Cf. M. Simon, Venis Israel, Paris, 1948, p. 336, 368, 379. 
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pieda de moaaique. Van 703, le 7e jour d*Avdunaioa. Bdnddiction 
h touaf^, Ev^oyla ndai. 

On remarquera la date (fere des Sfeleucides), 391 aprfes J. C. 
et, k la fin, la formule de bfenfediction spfecifiquement juive, 
diffferente de celle gfenferalement adoptfee par les chrfetiens: 
eigrpni ndaiv, 

N° 1320— 4!iIUiaioa, fila d'laauc, chef de aynagogue d Antioche, 
pour le aalut de Phoiion aon ipouae et de aea enfanta, pour le aalut 
d'Euataihia aa belle-mere, en mimoire d'laaac et d'Edeaioa et 
d'Hiaychion, aea aacendanta, a fait faire la moaalque de Veriirie. 
Paix et misiricorde d toute votre aainte communjauii! % 

Dans ces demiers mots on reconnait une expression des 
psaumes, appliqufee par S. Paul (Galat. VI, 16) i tout le peuple 
chrfetien, qu’il appelle alors Israel de Dieu». 

D’autres inscriptions, venant de cette meme synagogue, 
signalent les dons de fidfeles qui ont offert des parties de mosai- 
ques: parmi eux figurent neuf femmes, ce qui nous renvoie 4 
I’affirmation de S. Jean Chrysostome qu’4 Antioche «les femmes 
subissaient particuliferement le charme du judaisme». (Horn, 
in Jud. II, 3 et IV, 7). 

De ces indications, il faut rapprocher ce que suggerent par 
ailleurs les donnfees historiques: la possibilitfe, au IP siecle, 
du passage dans cette rfegion de TAsie de Marcion et peut-etre 
meme du fameux gnostique Valentin, et sans doute la presence, 
dans cette ville aussi, d’un de ces groupes de judalsants syncrfe- 
tistes, appelfes aussi Elkasaites, qui firent, 4 cette fepoque, 
leur apparition 4 Antioche et, un peu plus tard, 4 Rome^. 

Si nous revenons au IV® siecle, nous relevons une autre 
concordance des textes fepigraphiques et des textes littferaires: 
4 cette fepoque, Apamfee possfede encore une fecole de philosophie 
cfelfebre et, si le maitre qui I’achalande est originaire d’une 
petite ville voisine, de Chalcis, il appelle lui-meme Apam^e 
«sa citfe bien-aim6e» et il y enseigne de nombreuses annfees la 
rhfetorique et la philosophie, une philosophie trfes melfee de thfeo- 
sophie et meme de thfeurgie — et il y rfegne pour ainsi dire autant 


1 Cf. H.-Ch. Puech, ibid., p. 761. 
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en directeur de conscience fascinant qu’en brillant professeur: 
c’est Jamblique TAncien. 

Jamblique a comme 41eve, puis comme successeur, un certain 
Sdpatros, nom qui apparait dans plusieurs inscriptions de cette 
6poque (n° 1313; cf. 1825, 1974), sans qu’on puisse determiner 
s’il s’agit une fois ou Tautre de ce Sopatros, dont il est aussi 
question dans la correspondance de Tempereur Julien avec 
Libanios, et qui avait pris part k la cour de Constantin, en 330, 
aux ceremonies inaugurales de la fondation de Constantinople^. 

La presence et I’influence de Jamblique et de son ecole k 
Apamee, au debut du IV* sifecle, pourraient expliquer pour 
une part que le christianisme ait mis & s’y epanouir plus de 
temps qu’ailleurs*. 

Et peut-etre pourrait-on voir un echo de la mentalite de ce 
milieu dans cette inscription assez enigmatique de Gebeie, 
ville de la cote, proche de Laodicee et d’Apamee: 

1297 — Sur un sarcophage. C’est le dialogue d’une femme 
morte avec son mari. Celui-ci dit k son epouse qu’il a accompli 
ses demieres volontes, et elle lui repond. On a voulu trouver dans 
ce texte une inscription crypto-chretienne, mais la chose semble 
peu probable. En tout cas, sauf meprise sur le sens de certaines 
expressions, les resonnances en sont etranges: 

<iSois comolde, Tryphira. Tout ce qui itait ordonni dans tes 
dcrits {paJai yQaq>alaiv), 6 bienheureuse, je Vai accompli^ 
moi, Philon ton dpoux. — Je Ven conjure, 6 bienheureux, par 
PluUm et la terre des morts, 6 bien aimi, ne me touche pas. Car je 
ne repose pas au milieu des richesses; lis plutot mes ecrits et tu 
sauras comment j'ai transportiei^. 

Pour ce qui est de la vie chretienne, plusieurs inscriptions 
nous renseignent sur la diffusion du culte des martyrs: certaines, 
entre autres, placees sur ces reliquaires-sarcophages qui avaient 
un couvercle perce de trous pour qu’on y versat de I’huile par- 
fumee que les fidfeles pouvaient recueillir dans une sorte de godet 

' Cf. J. Bidez, Le philosophe Jamblique et son 6cole, Revue des 
£tudes Grecques, XXXII, 1919, p. 32. 

* Cf. ibid. p. 36. 
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saillant plac4 en bas, siir un des petits cdt^s du sarcophage: 
N° 1338 — Culte des SS. Come et Damien, les c^lfebres gu4ris- 
seurs de Cyr — d’abord honoris en Haute-Syrie, puis dans tout 
rOrient, en attendant de Tetre k Rome et dans TEglise latine; 
N° 1339 — Culte de S. Theodore, martyr d’Asie Mineure, qui 
preside, comme le montrent d’autres inscriptions de cette 
region (n° 1705, 1750), aux gites d’^tapes militaires; 

1343 — Culte des SS. Judas, Callinique, Jean le Soldat et des 
SS. 40 martyrs de S^baste; 

1397, 1610 — Culte de S. Serge et de S. Longin le Centurion, 
tons deux saints militaires, protecteurs des armies byzantines et 
de certains gites d’^tape. 

De ce culte des maxtjrrs, il faut rapprocher le culte des ar- 
changes, attests par plusieurs inscriptions dans cette region 
d’Apam^e: n° 1570, 1572, 1610, 1693, 1694, 1707, 1913. 

Mention aussi est faite de Tintercession des apdtres: le n"* 
1913 donne sans doute k S. Pierre et k S. Paul r^unis le titre 
de xoQvcpaioQj r4serv4 par S. CyriUe de Jerusalem (Catech., 
II, 19) et par S. Jean Chrysostome (De sacerdot., 11,16) 4 S. Pierre. 

Parmi beaucoup d’autres renseignements reHgieux, on peut 
encore citer: 

a) des formules dogmatiques ou litimgiques int^ressantes: 
I’expression el; &e6(; (cf. Index, IV) est trfes fr6quente comme 
en d’autres regions et, dans son livre EIE QEOE, E. Peterson 
en donne beaucoup d’exemples; 

— le n° 1418 pr^sente I’expression tr6s patristique (cf. Ignace 
d’Antioche, Ephes. 7; Origene, etc., etc.): «le Christ m6decin 
et d^livrance des maux »; 

— I’usage est attests plusieurs fois (cf. Index, IV) de I’an- 
cienne forme du trisagion, fr^quente avant le concile de Chalce- 
doine, forme tir^e du texte d’Isaie VI, 3: « Saint, saint, saint est le 
Seigneiu* des armies celestes, le ciel et la terre sont remplis de 
toute sa gloire »; 

— les noms de Maqla (n° 1603, 1790, etc.), de Geozdxog (n® 
1773, 1813, 1816, 1913) et de Uagdivog (1862, 1913) — mais 
dans des inscriptions non datdes; 
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— le n° 1622 contient des formnles trfes proches de certains 
passages de la liturgie de S. Basile (Swainson, p. 78—83) et des 
psaumes 102, 4, et 106, 4—6: 

i VotLS qui avez donni de vivre au genre humain et qui avez 
prescrit de mourir d cause de la transgression, et qui dans voire 
pietS et misericorde avez promis la resurrection et en avez donni 
des gauges, 6 Christ, visitez par votre salut votre serviteur Antonin, 
fils de Diogine et Dometia son ipouse et les autres qui reposent id, 
afin quails puissent voir le bonheur de vos ilus'k. 

— Le n° 1699 est particnliferement typique de ces priferes, 
inspires de toutes sortes de textes: scripturaires (S. Paul, 
S. Jean), liturgiques (Liturgie de S. Basile), patristiques — et 
mentionne, ce qui est trfes rare (cf. cependant n° 1679), le Verbe 
de Dieu (A6yog Oeov): (probablement sur un linteau de porte). 

i Que la Triniti, Dieu, chasse au loin VEnvie ! Image du (Dieu) 
Celeste, Verbe de Dieu, apaisante Lumiire, vous qui Ues devenu 
(xeXeBek) le Christ, qui avez bdti le monde admirable, envoyez-moi 
le bonheur, votre grdce toujours incorruptible, — Le Christ tou- 
jours vivant tend sa main qui dissipe les maux, Aussi je ne crains 
point Us desseins du malfaisant dimon, ni Vodl redoutabU et 
impie de Vhomme, Vous qui, par votre sevle volonte, avez fixi 
Us bases de la terre. Us fondements du del et de la mer infatigabU, 
je vous supplie (d'accorder) que ceUe demeure paraisse toujours, 
aux compagnons d venir, une place inebranlabU et gUrieuse!^ 

b) des citations scripturaires: Tune au moins prdsente une 
variante importante dans le texte de Luc II, 14: A6^a, h 
iyflaroa; ©eco xal ini yf)<; eigrpri, h avdQdmoig eddoxia et non: 
EvdoxloQ, texte des principaux manuscrits grecs et, en h6breu, 
des manuscrits de la Mer Morte. Au IV* sifecle, nous vpyons 
ainsi cette variante se maintenir en Haute-Sjrrie, malgrd 
I’usage contraire de Jean Chrysostome. — Quelles sont I’origine 
et la raison de cet usage? H vaudrait la peine de le chercher. 

Par ailleurs, on est frappd de I’abondance presque extra¬ 
ordinaire (cf. Index IV), des citations scripturaires dans les 
inscriptions de cette region: plus de 80 (et sans doute chif&e 
trop faible) sur 760 inscriptions, en tout, et dont plus de 60 
aycuit rapport aux Psaumes, surtout les psaumes 117 (v. 16, 19, 
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20 et 26), 120 (v. 2, 6, 6, 7, 8: Kvqvoq qn)k6^ei vfjv i^odop xai ttjv 
euTodov), 46 (v. 8 et 12: 8 fois). On y trouve m6me, 6videmment 
appliques k une 4glise qu’on venait de C50nstniire, des versete 
bien choisis du Cantique des Cantiques (4, 1—3, 7; 6, 2) (cf. 
n® 1948 et 1949); 

c) Temploi du mot ixKXrpla au sens d’6difice (n° 1481, 1820), 
par ex. d6]k en 406/407 (n^^ 1605); 

la mention de fonctions eccl4siastiques comme le Ttegiodevn^ 
plusieurs fois (n° 1406, 1726,1936) et le x^ogenlaxoTtog (n® 1940 et 
peut-6tre 1941). 

En terminant, qu’il soit permis de signaler quelques pages 
tr^ utiles: la chronologie des inscriptions datdes des tomes 
I—IV, table 4tablie par H. Seyrig. C’est en effet une parti¬ 
cularity de cette region que beaucoup d’inscriptions, meme 
courtes et d’ordre priv^, sont soigneusement dat^es, par le 
mois et par Tannye, Mais tme des difficultys pour bien inter- 
pryter ces dates est la diversity des yres employyes: plus de 10 
dans un espace assez limity. H. Seyrig a pu cependant constituer 
une liste assez longue de dates qui, & certaine ypoque (de 360 
environ k 605), se succfedent de fa 9 on suivie, presque d’ann^e 
en aimye. 

Cette chronologie, comme tout le reste du volume, dont nous 
n’avons pu donner ici qu’un trfes bref aper 9 U, rendront peut-etre 
quelque service aux historiens. C’est toute Tambition de oeux 
qui les ont pryparys. 
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BKJiaA pyccKHx EorocjioBos b IlaTpojiorHio 

J1. H. riapHifcKHil, JTeHHHrpaA 

PyccKHMH EorocjioBaMn b ji^yxoBHux AKa^eMnax fiuaa npo^^eaaaa 
orpoMHaa narpoaorHaecKaa pa6oTa: bccm asBecTHO, hto %ojLu%ecmeo 
nepeeodoe OmoB IJepKBH na pyccKHft aaiiK BHaaHxeaBHo npeBumaer 
cooTBexcTByiomHe nepeBO^ti aa ece Apyrae aatiKa. 

ELUia xaKHce M(moepa0UHecme uccMdoeauus^ o6paxaBniae aa ce6a 
BHaMaaae xaaax Beaaaaa, Kaa FapaaK. Kaa a cjieAOBaao oaca^axa, 
aaaMeaee nocaacxaaaaaocB EaaaceaaoMy Aarycxaay, ao a o aeM 
aMeexca ocaoBaxeaBaut fioJiBmoit xpyA Ilpo^eccopa IIoaoBa b 900 
cxpaaaA. 

HecMOxpa aa xpyAaocxa aepeacaBaenoit aaoxa, PyccKaa ItepKOBb 
Aaaa u e uacmoHu^ee epeMs BaAaue naxpoaoraaecKae accaeAOBaaaa, 
KaK aanpaMep oxaaaaioniattca ray6aBoft ncaxoaoraaecKoro aaajiasa 
xpyA Maxponoaaxa KpyxaAKoro a KoaoMeacKoro Haaoaaa: «nyxb 
Ko caaceaaK) no Cb. Pparopaio HaccKOMy », Maxponoaaxa BapraaBC- 
Koro Maaapaa: <[9cxaxoaoraa Cb. Pparopaa HaccKoroj>, npo$eccopa 
JleaaarpaACKOtt ^yxoBaott AKaAcnaa KynpecoBa o Cb. Bacaaaa 
BeaaKOM, npo^eccopa C6opoBCKoro o6 ocaoBaux aAeax b xBopeaaax 
anoaorexoB Iro a Ilro Beaa, CBameaaaKa, auae Enacaona, Maxaaaa 
Hy6 0 Cbhxom Me$OAaa UaxapcKOM. Mti ae cxaaeM ynoMaaaxB SAecb 
0 BCCM xoporao asBecxaHx odtuttx xypcax no naxpoaoraa aa pyccKOM 
asMKe. Pasyneexca, xaaace, axo, ae orpaaaaaaaacB co6cxBeaao 
OxAaMa I](epKBa, mh apocxapaeM aame asyaeaae a aa dpyetix 
Hepnoenux nucameMU oxeaecKott anoxa. 

BeaaaaH cxpottaa aaaaBmaaca nocae apoaecmaxca aaj^ aamett 
PoAHaoft coKpymaxeabaux 6 ypB, oxaaxaaa a Ayxoaaue AjcaAeMaa, b 
K oxopwx aa aayaeaae Ilaxpoaoraa oxaeAeao eoccM nedeAbHUX sacoe 
e meHeniLe mpex Mm. 

Ho xp^aAaa, aAy^^ett e^^e ao nepaott MapoBott BottaH, naxpoaora- 
aecKaa aaxepaxypa aanpecxaaao o6o^a^^aexca coHuneniuiMU Ayntunx 
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cmydenmoB. Cio^a mo^kho OTHecTH MOHorpa^HH Ha cjiejsjiouiRe Te&iu: 
«Cb. KHnpHaH Kap^areHCKHft no ero TBopeHHHM», «nHCBMa Cb. 
BacHJiHH BejiHKoro, Kan HCTonnnK xapaKTepncTHKH ero hchshh b 
A eHTeJiBHOCTH», «Cb. MoaHH SjiaToycT Kan o6pa3ei; nacrupcTBai, 
«yHeHHe 0 CBHTott TpoHi^e Cb. PpHropiia BorocjiOBa*, <iHpaBCTBeH- 
Hoe coBepmeHCTBOBaHHe xpHCTnaHHHa no cb. Moanny JlecTBHHHHKyi, 
^ynenne o IlepKBH no nacTBipio EpMM» h. t. «. 

XapaKTepHue nepru namero BpeMenn n BusBannLijt hmh tub 
H3yHeHHH UpaBOCJiaBHH, npHBOAHT K neoSxOAHMOCTH paCKpUTHH 
no;^JiHHHoro h tobhofo CMucjia yHenna OmoB IlepKBH. 9to oSiac- 
HaeTCH Ba^aaeft naniHx JllyxoBHux AKaj^eMHtt, npaBBannux npencAe 
Bcero K noj^roTOBice 6yAyn^Hx IlacTHpeli; xaK KaK IJepKOBB ne xoatKo 
AnocTOJiBCKaa ho h CBaTOOxeaecKaa, to mohcho 6irn> yBepennuM, bto 
HHKaKoe OTKJioHeHHe OT Ka^oanaecKoro yaenna I(epKBH ne na^ei 
onopu B TBopeHHax ;^peBHHX B[epKOBHHx nHcaxeaett. 

Bepa B IJepKOBb, BOAHMyio TtyxoM Cbbthm, aBaaexca xapaKxepHOH 
j^aa UpaBocaaBHott, a b ocoSchhocth ^aa PyccKofi UaTpoaorHH. 
TattHLi ^^yxoBHoft hchbhh ayanie nocTHraex h Moacex HoaojKHxt 
j^pyTHx npaBHaBHee h acnee xox, kxo no3Haa hx co6cxBeHHLiM noj^BH- 
roM, a He xoatKO xeopexHaecKH. XpHcxnaHHH CBaxoit hchshh canraeT 
yaeHHe Xpncxa flopoace Bcero, ^aace coficxBeHHOtt acH3HH; sa Xpn- 
cxoBy HcxHHy oh toxob xepnext acecxoaattniHe Myaenna h noaoacirrb 
caMyio acH3Hb: box noaeMy IlepKOBB cxaBHx cBaxHx Oxi^ob Bume 
Bcex ocxaaBHux uiepKOBHux nncaxeaeit 

9xox B3raaA aBaaexca ochobhmm BeAymnn npHHB[HnoM PyccKHX 
naxpoaoroB. 
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The Life and Literary Activity of Lactantius 

J. Stevenson, Cambridge 

The life and literary activity of Lactantius are a side issue in 
the history of the Constantinian epoch, and however interesting 
it may be to examine once again the scanty evidence we possess, 
one must not suppose that any results obtained are of great 
historical significance. 

Practically our only sources for the life of Lactantius are 
Jerome’s references to him in his De Viria Illuatribus and in his 
Chronicle^, The following is what Jerome tells us: 

(1) Firmianua qui et Lactantiua Amobii diacipulua avb Z>io- 
cletiano principe dccitua cum Flauio grammatico, cuiua De medi- 
cinalibvs uerau conpoaiti extant libriy Nicomediae rhetoricam 
docuit ac penuria diacipvlorum ob Oraecam uidelicet ciuitatem 
ad acribendum ae contulit. habemua eiua Sympoaium, quod adulea- 
centulua acripait Africae et hodoeporicum Africa uaque Nico- 
mediam hexametria acriptum ueraibua et alium librum qui ina- 
cribitur Grammaticus et pulcherrimum De ira dei et Inatitutionum 
Diuinarum adueraua gentea libroa aeptem et imropijv eiuadem 
operia, librum unum axicpakov, et Ad Aaclepiadem libroa duoa^ 
De peraecutione librum unum, Ad Probum epiatularum libroa 
quattuor. Ad Seuerum epiatularum libroa duoa, AdDemetrianum au- 
ditorem auum epiatularum libroa dusa, ad eundem De opificio Dei 
uel formatione hominia librum unum. hie extrema aenectute magiater 
Caeaaria Ciiapi filii Conatantini in Gallia fuit, qui poatea a patre 
interfectua eat^. 

(2) Criapua et Conatantinus filii Conatantini ei lAciniua adulea- 
cena Licini Auguati filiua Conatantini ex aorore nepoa Caesarea 

^ The fragments of Lactantius’ lost works, and the Vetera de Lac- 
tantio Testimonia are to be found in Brandt’s edition in CSEL XXVII 
11, pp. 166—167. 

* Jerome. De. Vir. Ill. 80. 
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appellantur. quorum Crisjmm LucUintius Latinia liUeris erudiuit 
uir omnium auo tempore eloquentissimus, sed adeo in hoc uita 
pauper, ut plerumque etiam neceasariis indiguerit^. 

Diocletian wished to make Nicomedia equal to Rome*. Liba- 
nius* regarded him as a second founder of the city, and it was 
probably in pursuit of this plan that he sought to encourage 
Latin studies there. 

Jerome says that Lactantius took to writing through lack 
of pupils at Nicomedia, obviously because it was a Greek city. 
This is mere assumption on Jerome’s part. It is not the ex¬ 
planation given by Lactantius himself, and even though a 
teacher would not in general be willing to admit the fact of 
his lack of success, the explanation of Lactantius may be nearer 
the truth than that of Jerome. When persecution began in 
303, Lactantius would lose his official post^, and so would cease 
to have pupils. It is presumably to this period that Jerome 
mainly refers when he speaks of the poverty of Lactwtius. 
But knowledge of Latin was quite as necessary in official life 
in Nicomedia as it was in Trier®. The fact that we know the 
name of only one pupil, Demetrian, carries no weight. Demetrian, 
to whom he addressed his work De Opificio Dei, may have been 
his only Christian pupil. 

At the beginning of Book V of his Divinae Inatitutionea Lac¬ 
tantius says that he took to writing because of the persecution 
in an endeavour to produce a final and complete defence of 
Christianity, a task which his Latin predecessors had failed to 
accomplish®. He was particularly infiuenced by the attacks on 
Christianity made by two individuals, a pseudo-philosopher 

^ Jerome. Chronicle, ad a. Abr. 2333, i. e. A. D. 317. 

* De Mort. Pers. 7. 10. 

» Or. 61. 6. 

* M.P. 13. 1. 

^ Brandt, Sitzungsber. d. k. Akad. in Wien, Phil.-Hist. Klasae CXX 
(1889), V Abt. p. 24. On official use of Latin in the Ec^tem part of the 
Empire see Stein, Geschichte des spatromischen Reiches, I, pp. 44 3 - 4 44 
with the references given there. For the situation some sixty years 
earlier cf. Gregory Thaumaturgus, Panegyric on Origen, Ch. I. Gregory 
found Latin difficult. 

* Inst. V. 1. 21-28, 2. 1-8. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Life and Literary Activity of Lactcmtius 


663 


and a high official who is almost certainly Hierocles. Lactantius 
heard them expounding their works: 

Hi ergo de quibtis dixi cum praesenie me ac dolente sacrilegas 
8uas litteraa explicassent, et illorum superba inpietate stimvlatus 
et veritatis ipsiua conscientia et, vi ego arbitror, deo, suacepi hoc 
munua, ut omnibua ingenii mei viribua occuaatorea ivMitiae refu- 
tarem, non ut contra hoa acriberem qui paucia verbia obteri poterant, 
aed ut omnea qui vbique idem operia efficiunt aut effecerunt, uno 
aemd impetu profligarem'^. 

That is what Lactantius himself says. 

There is also confusion in Jerome’s notice because after 
referring to Lactantius’ betaking himself to writmg, he proceeds 
to mention works, that were obviously written before this period, 
his Sympoaium and the metrical account of his joiumey to Nico- 
media^. Yet Lactantius may have made things worse for himself 
by an anti-Greek bias. He was not well acquainted with the 
Greek language*: he is sceptical of the intellectual achievements 
of Athens*, and contemptuous of Greek levitaa and of Greek 
religion*. He has little knowledge of Greek Christianity®. 

His earliest Christian work therefore, the De Opificio Dei, 
was addressed to Demetrian. The latter, though a Christian, 
held some official position even under persecution’. Demetrian 
appears to have been very guarded in his profession of Christia¬ 
nity. From the De Opificio Dei one can judge that the attitude of 
Lactantius was not dissimilar. The references to Christianity in 
that work are indirect — but they exist — memento et ueri 
parentia tui et in qua ciuitate nomen dederia et cuiua ordinia fueria: 
intellegia profecto quid loquar^. This cautious attitude in perse¬ 
cution he regards as sanctioned by Christ himself, who withdrew 


^ Inst. V. 4. 1, cf. De Op. Dei. 20. 2. 

• As Pichon (Lactance, p. 4) says “La liste dress^e p€tr saint J4r6me 
est trds confuse . ..“ 

• As can be seen from his general ignorance of Greek authors. 

• Inst. Ill 19. 22. 

» Ibid. I 16. 14 sq., 18. 7. 20, 14. sq. 

• His ignorance of Greek Christicm authors is very marked. 

7 De Op. Dei 1, 4—6. 

• O. D. 1. 9. 
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before his arrest, and thus established a principle to be followed 
in every persecution^. 

Lactantius may have received protection from officials who 
knew him or who had b^n taught by him or he may, if Im 
eloquence had the reputation which Jerome attributes to it, 
even by this time have attracted the attention of Constantine who 
was on the staff of Galerius. Hamack thought* that the view 
of Lactantius at the time of writing the De Ojfnficio Dei was that 
the crisis would soon pass. That attitude however is not refiected 
in Books V and VI of the Institutiones, in which there are many 
references to persecution. Lactantius is familiar with Christians, 
who threw away their lives®, with lapsi^y with persons being 
compelled to offer sacrifice®, with over zealous officials®, with the 
destruction of the ashes of the martyrs’, with the increase of 
the Church even in times of difficulty®. 

Lactantius remained in Bith 3 mia for more than two years 
after persecution began®, and may have been there when Dio¬ 
cletian abdicated on May 1,3061®. But when the fifth book of his 
Divinae Institutiones, which contains most of what we may term 
personal reminiscences, was finally completed, he had gone 
elsewhere. It is tempting to suggest that he accompanied Con¬ 
stantine on his journey to west when the latter escaped from 
the tutelage of Galerius^ but this idea is quite unproved. 

The De Mortibus Persecviorum shows close knowledge of 
events in Nicomedia down to 305, but not of the situation in 
the west^*. Things are reversed, however, for events between 
306 and 310, and from 310 onwards the work shows 

1 Inst. IV 18. 2. 

* Chronologie der altchristlichen Litteratur II, p. 419. 

» Ibid., VI. 14. 4. 

* Ibid., IV 24 14. 17. 

« Ibid., V 13. 16. 

• Ibid., V 11. 13fif. 

7 Ibid. V 11. 6. 

® Ibid., V 13. 1—6, 22. 19fif. 

• Ibid., V 11. 16. 

Cf. the eiccount in M.P. 17fif. 

GaJerius left Nicomedia early in 303 emd does not appear to have 
returned there till early in 306. 

See Lawlor, Eusebiana, pp. 238—242. 


Digitized by ^ooQle 



Life and Literary Activity of Lactantiiis 


665 


close acquaintance with the activity of Licinius, particularly 
with reference to the death of Galerius^ and the campaign 
against Maximinus Daia^. On the strength of these indications 
it is commonly stated that Lactantius returned to Bithjmia 
between 311 and 313. Yet in his account of these years he is 
subject to certain misconceptions as to events in the dominions 
of Maximinus*. The last anti-Christian measures of this emperor 
resulted from memorials presented to him by the inhabitants 
of various cities. Eusebius tells us that these appeals asked 
for the prohibition in the first place of Christian meetings in 
cemeteries, in the second place of Christian habitation in the 
cities^. Lactantius restricts these appeals to a single point 
“that Christians should not be allowed to build churches within 
the cities”*. He further states that Maximinus though subject¬ 
ing Christians to various mutilations forbade their execution*. 
No person in close contact with Nicomedia could have written 
thus after the martjnrdom there of Lucian of Antioch in January 
313. Some contact he must have had with Donatus, to whom 
the De Mortibus is dedicated, because he knows that Donatus 
had been in prison for six years, i, e. to the time of the toleration 
granted by Galerius in 311. He may be dependent on reminis¬ 
cences of his friend, though one cannot rule out the possibility 
that he did visit the East once more. 

Jerome tells us both in his De Viris Illustribus and in his 
Chronicle that Lactantius in extreme old age was tutor of Crispus, 
the eldest son of Constantine, in Gaul. It is very difficult to 
date the period during which his association with Crispus took 
place. But whatever the date of Crispus’ birthone would expect 
that his education would be completed by 320, the year in which 

1 M.P. 33—36. 

• M.P. 46—47. 

• This is shown by Lawlor, Hermathena XVI (1903) p. 467fif. and 
Eusebiana, p. 238—230. 

« Eus. H. E. IX 2. 

» M.P. 36. 3. 

• Ibid., 36. 6. 

^ P. W. s. V. Crispus gives 307; Palanque in Revue des Etudes euiciennes 
XL pp. 246 — 8, gives 303. J. Vogt, Constantin derGroBe imd sein Jahr- 
hundert, p. 143, gives “about 306.” 
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he defeated the Franks. Others think that his education would 
be over by 317, the year in which he became Caesar^. Crispus 
wps in Gaul between 317 and 320 and this is perhaps the period 
to which Lactantius* association with him may best be referred. 

By this time Lactantius must surely have been over seventy. 
In connexion with his youth one suggestion may be made. 
He mentions^ that he had heard a man — and an eloquent one too 
(sane disertum) — make a mock of Cyprian by altering one letter 
in his name, i. e. by calling him Coprian. It is not impossible 
that this refers to an actual incident in Cyprian’s own lifetime 
which Lactantius remembered from his own youth. And was the 
eloquent man Amobius? 

There can be little doubt that Lactantius was bom a pagan. 
Augustine refers to him as a convert®, and from his own InsiUu- 
tiones we can see how great was his joy at having attained to 
truth*. But he had become a Christian before his journey to 
Nicomedia. It would indeed be strange if the praise and criticism 
that he apportions to Minucius Felix, Tertullian and Cyprian* 
were the fruit of study in Nicomedia rather than in his native 
land. Moreover, his description of the sign by which one can 
recognize the Catholic Church, namely, that it is the church in 
which there is confession and penitence, is a reminiscence of 
African conditions when the controversy with the Novatianists 
was raging®. Even the dualist tendency which is disclosed in 
his works may be a witness to the success of Manichaean mission¬ 
aries, who had certainly reached North Africa by 295^. 


^ E. g. Brandt, 1. c., pp. 32—36. Brandt, p.'33, points out that Arboriiis 
(probably) became tutor of Constans euid Ausonius of Gratian when both 
these princes were under ten years of age. 

• Inst. V 1. 27. 

• De Doct. Christ. II 61. 

« III 30. 4. 

» Inst. V 1. 22—28. 

• Inst. IV. 30. 13. 

^ On the dualist *'interpolations*’ see pp. 668—672 below. Diocletian’s 
edict against the Manichees, generally dated c. 205, is addressed to 
Julian, governor of Africa (Kuebler, lurisprudentiae anteiustinianae 
Reliquiae (Teubner) ed 6. II 2, pp. 381—383; A. Adam, Texte zum 
Manichaismus (Kleine Texte) p. 82—83). 
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Flavins, the grammaiicua who accompanied Lactantius to 
Nicomedia, was a Christian^. Amobius, his own master, became 
a Christian towards the end of the century. And even though 
we may admit rhetorical exaggeration in Amobius’ statement 
about conversions among the “educated” 2 , we may be sure 
that in the last forty years of the third century there was a 
marked movement towards Christianity in the West, similar 
to that portrayed by Eusebius with regard to the East^. There is 
no difficulty in the choosing of Christians to hold official posts: 
they were constantly employed by the government, as Eusebius 
tells us. Lactantius must have been a well known rhetor to have 
received the summons to Nicomedia, and to be later entrusted 
by Constantine with a most coi^dential task. It is worth noting 
that in Gaul, a land teeming with rhetoricians, Constantine 
chose a stranger and a Christian to educate his son. 

Jerome, as we have seen, mentions works written by Lactant¬ 
ius before the persecution, during the time of his activity as 
a teacher. He used well known literary forms in his Symposium 
and in the *OdomoQix6v on his journey. A book called Qrammaticus 
also probably belongs to the period before the persecution. 
None of these have survived, nor have his two books addressed 
to Asclepiades, and his books of letters. Four books of these 
were addressed to Probus, two to Severus, and two to his pupil 
Demetrian; we have already noticed that the De Opificio Dei 
was addressed to the last named. His correspondent Severus 
may be Acihus Severus who was Praefectus Urbi at Rome 
from 322—324 and again at the time of the celebration of Con¬ 
stantine’ s vicennalia 

We know nothing about the books to Asclepiades. In the 
Divinae Institutiones^, Lactantius quotes from a work On Provi¬ 
dence, written by Asclepiades, and from this reference it is 
clear that Asclepiades was a Christian and that he had dedi¬ 
cated his work to Lactantius. 

^ Jerome, Adv. Jov. 11. 6. 

* Amobius II 6. 

* Eus. H. E.. Vin 1. 1—6. 

* Piganiol, L’Empire Chretien (326—386), p. 36. 

» Inst. VII 4. 17. 
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What is known about Demetrian has already been mentioned. 
Nothing is known to us about Probus and Severus, except that 
a member of the latter’s family bved in Spain in the fourth 
century^. It is clear that in his letters Lactantius dealt with all 
sorts of subjects — de metris el regionum situ el philosophisj 
as Damasus writes in a letter to Jerome®. The latter had sent 
Lactantius’ letters to his patron but Damasus states that there 
was little about Christianity in them and that their length made 
them boring to read. From these statements we can see that 
Lactantius must have used the letter as a literary form to set 
forth his views on various subjects. In his letters to Probus he 
dealt with questions of metre®, and a commentator Firmianus 
of whom a conjectme on the text of Vergd is preserved, may be 
our Lactantius^. 

Jerome used information from the letters in his commentary 
on the Epistle to the Galatians^; in one passage in this commentary 
and in one of his letters he refers to erroneous views on the Holy 
Spirit expressed by Lactantius in writing to Demetrian®. A 
fragment of Lactantius De Motibus animi may come from the 
letters also’. 

From the scanty fragments of these lost works, and from 
the few references to them in other authors, it is not possible 
to deduce accurately the period in which they were written. 
It is however very probable that letters were composed at inter¬ 
vals and only collected later, unless it be that they were written 
merely as literary exercises, in which case the fact of their 
being addressed to Probus or Severus or Demetrian is more or 
less a literary fiction. As it was in Latin Literature that Lactan¬ 
tius instructed Crispus, there is no need to assume that all his 
writing on such subjects is anterior to 303. 

^ Jerome, De Vir. HI. 111. 

* Jerome, Epist. XXXV. 

* Rufinus, Comment, in metra Terenti (Gramm. Lat. ed. Keil. VT 664, 
7—666, 2., cf. Victorinus, De Metris et de Hexametris, ibid. VI 209, 11). 

* C S E L, Lactantius II 1. p. 168. 

* In Ep. Gal., Book II, Praef. 

* In Ep. Gal. II c. IV, Epist. LXXXIV 7. 

^ Or from the books to Asclepiades. 
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In theDe Opificio Dei, the Divinae Institutiones, the De Ira Dei, 
the De Mortibua Peraecutorum, and the Epitome of the Institu- 
tiones, there are chronological indications which enable some 
conclusions to be reached as to the dates at which these works 
were written. As has already been mentioned, Book V of the 
Institutiones contains the account of how he came to write, 
and Books V and VI have many references to persecution. 
There are references in Book VII also. When Book V was being 
written, it is plain that the Christians were suffering intensely 
and that there was no prospect of alleviation. There was only 
a hope that the persecutors would be destroyed^. Though it 
may be granted that the subjects dealt with in Books I—IV 
do not in the same measure allow of references to persecution, 
and that these are not entirely lacking at any rate in Book IV, 
it would be strange if a work, called into existence by a parti- 
ciilar set of circumstances, only began to refer to these more 
than halfway through its course. Books V and VI which are 
philosophic in content, are more suitable as a reply to his philo¬ 
sophic opponents than are Books I—IV, which are largely 
made up of the commonplaces of apologetic. Even Book VII 
which is largely taken up with frenzied apocalyptic may better 
belong to a period of persecution as it contains the supernatural 
vindication of the just. 

In Book I Lactantius gives his retirement from the practice 
of oratory as his reason for writing, not the pressure of individual 
pagan attacks^. It is quite probable then, that the later books 
were written first and partly in Bith 3 niia, while the earlier books 
were written in a portion of the empire where the Church had 
peace and where persecution was an evil memory. 

Lawlor put forward the view® that Book V really embodies 
a tract entitled De lustitia] this is in fact the title of this book 
in the manuscripts. He regards this tract as being written about 
306: the intensity of the persecution portrayed definitely marks 
out Book V as belonging to the Nicomedian period of Lactantius’ 

1 Inst. V 23. 2. 

* Inst. I 1. 8. 

* Hermathena, XII (1003), p. 458fif. 
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life, even though it required revision when it eventually took 
its place in the Instituliones. The same sort of reasoning might 
be applied to Book VI {De Vero Ctdtu) and even to Book VII 
(De Vita Beata) and to the De Opificio Dei. While writing the 
last named volume Lactantius was looking forward^ to produc¬ 
ing a comprehensive work dealing with the problem of the 
happy life and involving a refutation of the philosophers. As 
we have seen, the De Opificio Dei belongs to his Nicomedian 
period*. It is a tract on a single aspect of the Christian position, 
which he did not regard as suitable for inclusion in his longer 
work; in the Institutiones he eschewed a general discussion of 
the question of providence*, referring his readers to the De 
Opificio which he had written no long time previously (nuper). 
Thus Lactantius may at first have visualised a number of short 
works on different aspects of the problem confronting him. 
Later he decided to produce a complete refutation of the heathen 
position. At the end of Book V* Lactantius looked forward to 
the punishment of the persecutors by (Jod and this book is 
therefore definitely anterior to the death of Galerius in 311. 
In certain manuscripts of the Divinae Institutiones there are 
dedications to Constantine at various points*. Such dedications, 
if genuine, are obviously of importance for the dating of the 
work. The dedications in Books I and VTI are quite lengthy 
passages in praise of the emperor, those in Books 11, IH, TV and 
VI consist of the two words of address Constantine imperator. 

The manuscripts that contain these dedications cannot be 
disregarded even though they yield in number and authority 
to those that omit them*. It must first be noted that the manu¬ 
scripts in question also contain two duaUstic or Manichaean 


1 20 . 2 . 

* p. 663. above. 

» II 10. 15. 

« V. 23. 

* The references are Inst. 11. 13—16,11 1. 2, HI I 1, IV 1. 1, VI 3. 1, 
VII 260. 11—17 (in MSS after VH 27. 2). 

* See Brandt, Prolegomena pp. XXXflf., Pichon, Lactance, pp. 9ff., 
Lawlor, 1. c., p. 449fif. 
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pa.88a.ges^, and so the problem of the authencity of the dedica¬ 
tions appears to be bound up with that of these ^dualist’ sections. 
The question at issue is whether these passages form the true 
text of Lactantius, from which they were afterwards excluded, 
or whether they are interpolations by a later hand. The style 
of the passages is Lactwtian and the most likely means of 
approching a solution is to consider the question of probability. 

If they were inserted, the interpolator was some one of Mani- 
chaean sympathies who wished to gain the authority of Lact- 
antius for his own views. That is by no means an improbable 
supposition in view of the strength of the Manichaean religion 
in the fourth centiuy. It would carry more conviction, however, 
if Lactantius had become a widely read and influential author. 
But a reason for an interpolator inserting the dedications ta 
Constantine is not obvious; they appear to be pointless. In 
support of the genuineness of these passages two facts can be 
adduced, (1) the dualist passages express sentiments that are by 
no means foreign to the thought of Lactantius^, (2) the dedica¬ 
tion in Book I and that in Book VII represent different stagea 
in Constantine’s career. In the former passage Constantine is 
emperor, but the punishment of the persecutors is yet in the 
future; in the latter God has cast His enemies down and delivered 
them into Constantine’s hands. It is unlikely that an interpolator 
would have made such a distinction. 

One must, however, attempt an explanation of why these 
passages have disappeared from the bulk of the manuscripts. 
The dualist passages were removed because they made Lactan- 


^ Inst, n 8 after section b, VII between chs. 6 and 6; O.D. 10 is omitted 
from consideration. *'Celui qui se trouve dans le De Opificio Dei ne souldve 
gudre d* objections. Ceux meme qui le rejettent avouent qu’ils n’y trou- 
vent pas d’invraisemblance” (Pichon, op. cit., p. 13). 

• E. g. Inst., II 1. 13. Cf. Pichon, op. cit., pp. 16—17, “I’id^e dualiste 
si chere & Lactcmce, est exprim^e en ces endroits avec une force et ime 
nettet^ plus grandes peut-etre que partout ailleurs”. Cf. E. F. Micka, 
The Problem of Divine Anger in Amobius emd Lactcmtius p. 106, *Tt 
must be admitted that even abstracting from these disputed passages 
(sic), there still remains a very decided dualism in the writings of Lact- 
antius’*. 
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tins too Manichaean. Pichon thinks^ that the dedications were 
removed because Constantine’s services to Christianity had been 
obscured in orthodox circles in the late fourth century by the 
memory of his conciliation of the Arians and by the part played 
by his son Constantins II in the Arian controversy. There is no 
doubt for instance that Lucifer of Cagliari hated Constantine and 
his son Constantins, and also that he is one of the authors who is 
most indebted to Lactantius. But the suggestion that he carried 
out these excisions cannot be regarded as proved. 

The dedications, if genuine, afford further information as 
to the date of the Inatiiutiones. The passage in Book I shows 
that persecution, stopped by Constantine, was still going on 
in other parts of the world. This must refer to the period between 
the death of Constantins and the toleration edict of Galerius, 
i. e. between 305 and 311. There is no indication that Constantine 
was at war with the ‘evil men’ who are still persecuting, and 
whose downfall God will eventually bring to pass. Lactantius de¬ 
clares that one of the gifts which God will give Constantine, 
in return for his noble conduct is diumitas so that he may 
rule till he is an old man, and may hand over the power io his 
children, as he received it from his father. It is interesting to 
note that the dynastic idea had now come to the front again 
and that such expression of it must have been agreeable to the 
Emperor 2. The mention of liberi would most conveniently refer 
to a period after the betrothal of Constantine to Fausta in 307. 

By the time however that the dedication in Book VII was 
written persecution had ceased, and the persecutors had either 
paid the penalty, or were paying it®. These persecutors had been 
delivered into Constantine’s handsand therefore the reference 
would seem to be to Maximian and Maxentius. They are the 
only rulers of whom it could be said, sumrrva potesUUe deiectos 
in manus tuas idem deus tradidit. The fact that the destruction 
of the persecutors is still in progress points to a time when Licinius 

^ Pichon, op. cit., p. 28ff. Cf. Lawlor, 1. c., p. 460—461. 

* In the Panegyric (VII) delivered at Trier in July 310, the orator 
makes much of the principle of hereditary succession. 

* 1. c., § 14, et pendunt et pependerurU, 

^ 1. c., § 12. 
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was engaged, or about to engage in his campaign against 
Maximin Daia in 313. One might read into the words aliorum 
male consuUa rescindere^, a reference to Constantine’s “Edict 
of Toleration” of 313. It is clear also that when Lactantius 
wrote the dedication he had not yet begun to teach Crispus. 
He regards his teaching career as quite definitely ended. 

In Book IV of the Institutionea Lactantius states that the 
presence of Christians was a common cause of the failure of 
pagan sacrifices and that the persecutors subsequently suffered 
grievously for their actions*. This statement can hardly ex¬ 
clude the persecutors of his own day, and therefore cannot be 
earlier than 311, when the death of Galerius removed the most 
intransigent opponent of the Church. 

Thus we may conclude that Lactantius, prompted by a 
pagan literary offensive against Christianity, began to write 
Tracts for the Times. As his work progressed, he developed the 
idea of writing a complete apology, covering the same ground 
as earlier apologists, but embodying his own contributions. 
The bulk of his work was done after he left Bithynia. We find 
him at work on the dedication of Book I before 312 and at 
Book IV which may be one of the last books to be written 
about 311 or 312. The dedication in Book VH was written in 
313. But whatever the order of writing of individual books, 
Lactantius revised the whole before publication because in 
Books V and VI which we have regarded as early ones, there 
are references to earlier books, particularly to Books II and III®. 
It would be quite possible to excise several of these references 
without affecting the sense of the passages concerned^. On other 
occasions Lactantius looks forward; thus in Books II—IV there 
are six references to things to be dealt with in his last {tUtimtis 
or novissimus, not se'ptimus) book: there are no references to 
Books V or VI. The apology could be complete (in a conventional 
sense) without these books. 

M. c. § 12. 

* Inst. IV 27. 3—6. 

* V3.11 (ton 16 and to IV 13.16. IV 27), 7.3 (toll 17.1: III 29. 13 to 
16), VI 1. 10 (to II 12. 3), 6. 1 (to m 7fif.) 9. 23 (to m 12). 

* e.g. VI 1. 10, VI 6. 1. 
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While engaged on the Institutiones Lactantius projected 
further works, on the wrath of God^, and against Jews* and 
heretics*. The work on the wrath of God was realised in the 
extant De Ira Dei, but nothing can be said as to how far he 
progressed with the other two works. From the De Ira we can 
see that he still had the work against heretics in mind, but 
had not begim it. 

Lactantius regarded the idea that anger could not be attrib¬ 
utable to God as pernicious. It is possible that there is here 
a reference to the views of his teacher Amobius*. Lactantius 
does not mention him among his Latin predecessors, and it 
appears most likely that, far removed from his native Africa, 
Lactantius was ignorant of the conversion and apologetic work 
of his teacher. But as time passed, and Laetantius returned to 
the West, it may be that he became acquainted with Amobius* 
work. He does not mention by name opponents of his own time. 
Those who take the view that anger is contrary to the Divine 
Nature possess auctcyritas, they think that they are wise men®. 
If they take up the Stoic position their view is favorabilis et 
popularis oratio^; it can induce many to believe it’. If, as has 
been suggested above, Lactantius was a Christian before he 
left Africa, there cannot have been much sympathy between 
him and Amobius who had attacked Christianity vigorously 
imtil his conversion. Lactantius may have found his teacher’s 
views, as a Christian, as pernicious as his views as a heathen 
had been. But all this is supposition and it may be noted that 
Micka and McCracken® the latest authors known to me who 
deal with this subject, leave the question of LcLctantius’ de¬ 
pendence on Amobius unanswered. 


1 Inst. II 17. 4—6. 

• VII 1. 26. 

» IV 30. 14 cf. Ira. 2. 6. 

^ e. g. Adv. Nat. VII 6. 

5 Ira. 1. 2. 

• Ira. 6. 1. 

^ Ira. 6. 8. 

• E. F. Micka, The Problem of Divine Anger in Amobius and Lactan¬ 
tius: G. E. McCracken, Amobius, The case against the Pagans. 
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There are no direct references to persecution in the De Ira. 
It is dedicated to Donatus as is the De Moriibus Persecutorum. 
These two works really treat the same subject imder diflFerent 
aspects, and it is natural that both should be dedicated to the 
same person. Donatus, it will be remembered, had suffered a 
long spell of imprisonment for his faith When the De Ira 
was written the Institutiones were already published as Lactan¬ 
tius refers back to Books I, II, IV and VI. There is no indication 
that the state and the church were at variance, but the Roman 
world was not at peace*. This civil strife may be the Bellum 
Cibalense of 314 between Constantine and Licinius. Such a 
date would be suitable for the De Ira. 

We have yet to consider the dates of the Epitome of the 
Institutiones and of the book De Moriibus Persecutorum. Cer¬ 
tain passages in the latter work have verbal similarities with 
the Epitome as against the Institutiones. From this Brandt 
argued that the Epitome is the earlier work®. Where these 
similarities occur, the words are not necessarily used in the 
same context, a thing which is not strange when one remembers 
that the subjects of the two works are very dissimilar. It may 
then be sufficient to regard Lactantius as engaged on both the 
Epitome and the De Mortibus about the same time; thus words 
and phrases used in the one work affected the other. In Book V 
of the Institutiones Lactantius looked forward to the punish¬ 
ment of the persecutors, while in the corresponding part of the 
Epitome we find that punishment has taken place 

The following evidence as to the time of writing may be 
adduced from the two books themselves. It would be natural 
for a work like the De Mortibus to be completed within a com¬ 
paratively short space of time after the contemporary perse¬ 
cution ended. The latest events mentioned are the murder of 
Valeria, Galerius’ widow, and of her mother at Thessalonica 


^ See p. 666 above. 

* Ira. 24. 12 (23. 26). 

» Sitzungsb. d. k. Akad. in Wien, Phil. Hist. Klasse CXXV (1892), 
Abhandl. VI, p. 99 sqq. 

♦ Epit. 48 (63), 6. 
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towards the end of 314^, and the death of Diocletian*, which is 
generally now placed in December 316*. If we accept the date 
316, then the work belongs to 317 at the earliest. But Lfitctantius 
regards the death of Diocletian as having taken place before 
the overthrow of Maximinus Daia, the last enemy of God to 
survive*, and he considers the massacre by Licinius of the rela¬ 
tives of the persecutors as the completion of God’s vengeance. 
This massacre took place about August 314*. That Lactantius 
should make such an error of three years in the date of Dio¬ 
cletian’s death is very strange. It looks as though for him writing 
somewhere far from Salona, the last years of Diocletian were 
shrouded in obscurity. A false report of his death may have 
been prevelant. But it should be noted that some scholars e. g. 
W. Seston accept the Lactantian date*. Quite naturally no 
mention is made of the Bellum Cibalense which lay completely 
outside the theme of the book, and which could easily be looked 
upon as a mere temporary disagreement. About 317 most people 
would probably regard peace as assured’. The De Mortibus 
must have been finished before the hostility of Licinius to the 
church become manifest, as that Emperor appears as almost 
more important than Constantine as the minister of God’s 
vengeance. 

The Epitome was written after the fall of the i)ersecutor8*, 
to please a friend named Pentadius, who apparently desired 
to have himself commemorated in one of Lactantius’ works. 
It was written ‘a long time’ (iampridem) after the publication 


1 MP51. 

* Ibid., 42. 

* The date is discussed by Seeck, Geschichte des Untergangs der 
antiken Welt. I, pp. 469 — 60. cf. Mommsen, Chron. Min., I, p. 231. 

* Ibid., 43. 1. 

^ On the date cf. Brandt, 1. c., p. 107. The murder of Valeria and her 
mother is not regarded as pcuii of God’s vengeemce. If it is placed at the 
end of 314 it may even have been carried out by Constantine, who con¬ 
trolled Thessalonica after the Bellum Cibcdense (Brandt, L c., p. 110). 

* Diocl4tien p. 44. 

^ One may remember that Eusebius was celebrating the destruction 
of the persecutors in his sermon at Tyre, delivered about 316 (H.E. X4). 

» c. 48 (63) 6. 
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of the Institutiones^, The word iampridem may refer to the space 
of six years or less Thus if we date the publication of the 
Institviiones in 313, we might place the Epitome about 317 also. 

Finally there is no evidence available to enable us to date the 
Phoenix, the one poem by Lactantius that has survived, and we 
have no evidence whatever as to the date of Lactantius’ death. 

^ Praef. 1. 

* M P 50. 5: from the accession of Licinius in 307, till 313. cf. Brandt, 
Jahrb. fur Class. Phil. 1893, p. 131. He regards iampridem as applicable 
to a period of four or five years. 
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Kaiser Konstantin als inLaKomoq tSrj hix6q 

J. Straub, Bonn/Rhein 

In der Vita Constantini (IV, 24) ist ein Wort des Kaisers iiber- 
liefert, um dessen Verstandnis seit Valois und Tillemont bis 
heute^ gerechtet wird: dAA’ vfielg rwr elao) rfjq ixxXrjaiagy iyo) 
de Tcbv sKTog vno deov xa&earafjiivog inlaxonog &v elrpf. 

Konstantin deutete auf einen Auftrag bin, der ihm von Gott 
zugedacht war. Indem er diesen Auftrag mit demjenigen verglich, 
dem sich die christlichen Bischofe verpflichtet wuBten, gab er 
zu erkennen, daB ihm wohl auch der gleiche Titel wie ihnen ge- 
biihre. Er wollte ohne Zweifel mit dem Terminus iniaxoTtog 
nicht nur in des Wortes urspriinglicher Bedeutung die Funktion 
eines ,,Aufsehers“ gekennzeichnet sehen; vielmehr sollte gleich- 
zeitig — und darauf zielte sein Vergleich sogar in erster Linie ab* 
— der besondere Weihecharakter betont werden, den er wie die 
Bischofe auch fiir sein „Aufsichtsamt“, in das er ja (von Gott) 
eingesetzt war, in Anspruch nahm. Wenn man aber nach dem 
Objekt fragt, dem die Aufsicht des Kaisers gewidmet war, 
so wird die Antwort, von der letzten Endes das rechte Verstand¬ 
nis fiir das bedeutungsvolle Selbstzeugnis Konstantins abhangt, 
dadurch erschwert, daB man auf den ersten Blick nicht erkennen 

^ Uber den gegenwartigen Stand der Forschimg nnterrichtet Fr. 
Vittinghoff, Eusebios als Verfasser der Vita Constantini, Rhein. Museum 
96 (1963) 330ff. 

* So hat ihn auch Eusebios verstanden; der Verfasser der Vita Const. 
leitet namlich das Zitat mit der Bemerkimg ein, Konstantin babe den 
Bischofen gegeniiber, die er zu einem Gastmahl geladen hatte, erklart, 
auch er sei ein Bischof (cog StQa elrj xai avrdg inlaxonoq), W. Seston 
bestreitet die Authentizitat des Konstantin-Wortes ,,Constantine as 
a bishop** (Joum. of Rom. Studies 37 (1947) 127fif.); ebenso J. Moreau 
(Zum Problem der Vita Constantini, Historia 4 (1955) 234 fif., hier 244 
Anm. 7). Die von beiden Gelehrten geauBerten Bedenken lassen sicdi, 
wie ich glaube, im Verlauf unserer Untersuchung zerstreuen. 
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kann, ob der Genitiv (rwr i)a6g sc. rfjg ixxXrjGlag) masc. oder 
neutr. generis ist. Wer sich fiir ol ixrdg entschied, dachte an die 
Heiden (und Haretiker), denen der von seinem christlichen 
SendungsbewuBtsein durchdrnngene Herrscher seine „Aufsicht“ 
angedeihen lieB Wem aber ra ixrog gemeint zu sein schien, der 
hatte den staatlich-politischen Raum, den profanen Bereich 
(auBerhalb der Barche) im Auge: „Ihr seid fur die Angelegen- 
heiten innerhalb der Kirche, und ich bin fiir die Angelegenheiten 
auBerhalb ihrer von Gott bestellter Bischof“*. 

Das Aufsichtamt, das Konstantin im Sinne lag, war, wie man 
mit guten Griinden anzunehmen geneigt ist, sein Herrscheramt, 
dem alle Reichsangehorigen, Heiden wie Christen, unterworfen 
waren. Die Charakterisierung des ijtlaxoTtog rcbv ixxdg als eines 
4veque des paiens* ist namlich mit den Ambitionen des Kaisers 
kaum zu vereinbaren; eine derartige Einschrankung seiner 
gottlichen Berufung lag weder ihm noch seinen christlichen 
Zeitgenossen im Sinn^; sie stand nicht einmal dann zur Diskus- 
sion, als unter seinem Sohn Konstantins II. in der Auseinander- 
setzung zwischen der kaiserlichen und der kirchlichen Autoritat 
die vorwurfsvolle Frage gestellt wurde: Tu qui es prof anus, 
ad dei domesticos quare istam tibi sumis dei sacerdotum auctori- 
taiem^. Die eben erwahnte zweite Losung der grammatikalischen 

^ Vgl. E. Ch. Babut, fiveque du dehors. Rev. intern, d’hist. et de 
litt. eccl4s., nouv. s4rie 68 (1909) 362; A. Piganiol, I’Empire Chretien 
(Hist. G6n4rale, Hist. Romaine t. IV 2 (1947) 61 Anm. 80); N. H. Baynes, 
Constantine the Great and the Christian Church, Proceed, of the Brit. 
Academy XV (1931) 90f. W. Seston, a. a. O. 128, gibt allerdings zu: 
„the author of the Vita is thus rather shaky in his definition of ol ixrdg""; 
vgl. 127: „it is no less certain that in other passages of the Vita ‘those 
that are outside’ designate persons other than pagans^. Er verweist 
auf V.C. II, 22 und II, 23; vgl. hierzu S. 693 f. 

* H. Lietzmann, G^hichte der Alten Kirche Bd. 3, 2. Aufl. 1953, 
150; E. Caspar, Geschichte des Papsttums Bd. 1, 1930, 117. 

• E. Ch. Babut, a. a. O. 363; vgl. H. Berkhof, Ned. Archief voor Kerk- 
geschiedenis, 1943, 24fif. 

^ Ahnlich urteilt auch Seston; deshalb traut er auch weder Kon¬ 
stantin noch Eusebios „the orthodox theory of the perfect autonomy 
of the Church“ zu, die er in dem Zitat ausgednickt findet. 

® Lucifer v. Calaris, De sancto Athcuiasio 1, 7 (CSEL 1A» p. 76, 11). 
Lucifer polemisiert gegen den Hcuretiker Konstcuitius II.; deshalb konnte 
man versucht sein, hier mit dem Wort profanus wie liblich den — im 
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Streitfrage scheint daher dem vennuteten Sachverhalt am ehe- 
sten zu entsprechen. Vittinghoff hat sich erst vor kurzem wieder 
energisch fiir sie eingesetzt^. Es lohnt sich auf seine Argumen¬ 
tation vor allem deshalb naher einzugehen, weil sich heransstellen 
wird, daB die nicht nur von ihm verteidigte Auffassung tatsach- 
hch dem Sinngehalt des konstantinischen Selbstzeugnisses 
gerecht wird, daB sie aber trotzdem nicht auf rd ixrdq, sondem 
auf ol ixrdg hin orientiert bleiben muB. 

E. Ch. Babut hatte mit Recht zu bedenken gegeben: „rauto- 
rit^ d’un 6v6que s’exerce sur les personnes et non sur les chp8es“ *. 

religiosen Sinn ^aufierhalb der Kirche Stehenden gekennzeichnet zu sehen. 
Aber der Kontext legt den Schlufi nahe, dafi auch unter einem ortho- 
doxen Kaiser die auctorUas imperii von der auctoritaa acripttArarum 
aacramm zu unterscheiden ist; auch der orthodoxe Kaiser ware demnach 
im Hinblick auf die auctoritcta dei aacerdotum als profantta — und das 
heifit griechisch 6 ixrdg — anzusehen. Trotzdem bleibt ihm die aublimitas 
regalia (p. 71, 26), in die er von Gott eingesetzt ist, um die Untertanen, 
alle Untertanen (Heiden wie Christen) zu guten Werken (278, 17 ff.). 
man konnte auch sagen zu einer christlichen Lebensfiihrung anzuhalten. 
Aber Lucifer wiirde es kaum mehr wagen, den orthodoxen Kaiser einen 
epiacopua zu nennen, nachdem der haretische von den Arianem als 
epiacopua epiacoporum akklamiert worden war (311, 25). Gerade in dieser 
Gegeniiberstellung von Lucifer und Eusebios bzw. Konstantins und Kon¬ 
stantin wird deutlich, daB Seston alien Gnmd hatte, „the Arian flavour‘% 
den er vermiBt, in dem Bericht der Vita und vom Selbstzeugnis Kon¬ 
stantins aufzuspuren. Es handelt sich freilich bei der Interpretation 
der in Frage stehenden Zeugnisse um Xuancen; xmd es wird sich zeigen, 
daB Eusebios zwar weiter als Konstantin der „arianischen*‘ Auffassung 
entgegenkommt, daB jedoch beide der ,^orthodoxen“ Auffa^ung durch- 
aus noch gerecht zu werden vermdgen. Man darf eben nicht auBer acht 
lessen, daB die konstantinische Zeit erst das Problem stellte, imi dessen 
Klarung dann die folgenden Generationen zu ringen hatten. Vgl. 
W. EnBlin, Gottkaiser und Kaiser von Gottes Gnaden, Sitz.Ber. Miinchen 
1943, H. 6, 63 ff. Besondere Be^htung verdienen in diesem Zusammen- 
hang die wichtigen Aufsatze von Arnold Ehrhardt, Das Corpus Christi 
und die Korporationen im spat-romischen Recht, Savigny-Ztschr., 
Roman. Abt., 71 (1954) 26 ff. bes. 38 ff. (liber den Begriff des corpus 
Chriatianorumy den Konstantin an Stelle des religionspolitisch gefahr- 
lichen Ausdrucks populua Chriatianorum „zuerst offizieU fiir die Kirche 
in die Rechtssprache einfiihrte**); Constantin d. Gr. Religionspolitik 
und Gesetzgebung, Savigny-Ztschr., Roman. Abt., 72 (1955) 127fif. 

^ Vgl. oben S. 678, Anm. 1; J. Vogt scheint sich V.s Interpretation 
angeschlossen zu haben, Reallex. f. Antike u. Christent. Bd. 3, 1956. 
Sp. 360 (anders ders., Kaiser Constantin und sein Jahrhundert, 1949, 249). 

* a. a. O. 363. 
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Der gewichtige Einwand ist durch VittinghoflFs eigene Worte^ 
zu erharten: „Der Kaiser ist also ,Bischof‘ nicht nur fiir jene 
Reichsbewohner, die auBerhalb der Kirche stehen, sondem auch 
fiir jene anderen, die als Glieder der Barche zugleich auch An- 
gehorige des romischen Staates und Untertanen des Kaisers 
sind und auch als Christen den staatlichen Ordnungen und 
Gesetzen unterworfen sind. Eine derartige Interpretation 
ergibt sich zwingend aus dem Gesamtzusammenhang um so 
mehr, als unmittelbar anschlieBend (an das Selbstzeugnis 
Konstantins) hervorgehoben wird, daB der Kaiser entsprechend 
diesem Ausspruch gesonnen war und liber alle seine Untertanen 
(also nicht nur liber jene, die auBerhalb der Barche standen) 
die ,Aufsicht flihrte* und sie, soweit es in seinen Kraften lag, 
ermunterte, einem frommen (d. h. natlirlich einem christlichen) 
Lebennachzustreben'*. Dies, und diessogar teUweise mit genau 
den gleichen Worten und Stellenbelegen, ist bereits dort aus- 
gefiihrt*, wo V. seine eigenen Uberlegungen anknlipft, um sich 
dann trotzdem fiir rd ixrSg zu entscheiden. „0£ eurco rrjg ixxXrj- 
a(ag konnen nur die Christen schlechthin sein, nicht aber in 
einer Art Spaltung ihrer irdisch-menschlichen Existenz die 
Christen, soweit sie ,Christen‘ sind, d. h. sich im religiosen, 
der Zustandigkeit der Bischofe unterstehenden Bereich der 
Kirche bewegen, so daB davon das blirgerliche Dasein der 
Christen im Staat als romische Reichsangehorige getrennt werden 
konnte. 01 ixrog {rfjg ixxhfalag) sind entsprechend dem 
Sprachgebrauch des Neuen Testaments (Col. 4, 5; 1. Thess. 
4,12; 1. Corinth. 6,12 u. 13*) die auBerhalb der BLirche stehenden, 
d. h. die Nichtchristen (und ,HS»retiker‘), nicht aber Nicht- 
christen und Christen, soweit diese Staatsbiirger sind. Es ware 
widersinnig, die Christen in ihren politisch-welthchen Bindungen 
als auBerhalb der BLirche Lebende zu bezeichnen“. Der Einwand 
mliBte sich gegen VittinghoflFs eigene altera versio richten: „Der 
Kaiser ist also ,Bi8chof‘ nicht nur fiir jene Reichsbewohner, die 
auBerhalb der BLirche stehen, sondem auch fiir jene anderen, 

1 a. a. O. 368. 

* J. Straub, Vom Herrscherideal in der Spatantike, 1939, 126 u. 244 ff. 

* An den zitierten Stellen eteht: ol i$(o. 
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die als Glieder derKirche zugleich auch Angehorige des romischen 
Staates und Untertanen des Kaisers sind usw.“ Mit der Fest- 
stellung des zwischen beiden AuBenmgen zutage tretenden 
Widerspruchs ware aber nicht viel gewonnen, wenn sich nicht 
vermuten lieBe, daB es auf die Perspektive^ ankommt, unter der 
die in Frage stehenden Begrrffe jeweils gedeutet werden miissen. 
W. Kamlah hat in seinen viel beachteten Untersuchungen zu 
Augustins Biirgerschaft Gottes gezeigt*, wie wichtig die von 
Fall zu Fall wechselnde „Hinsicht“ fiir die Deutung etwa der 
BegriflFe ecclesia^ civitas dei, civitas terrena ist. Da wir um die 
Bewaltigung einer ahnlichen Problematik zu ringen haben, gilt 
es deshalb emeut zu priifen, ob mit der in einer bestimmten 
Hinsicht unbestreitbar logischen Distinktioh VittinghoflEs tat- 
sachlich der Beweis dafiir erbracht ist, daB die durch „das 
Postulat der Sachinterpretation erzwungene Deutung ... sprach- 
lich-begrifFlich nicht zu rechtfertigen“ sei*. 

Es verdient immerhin Beachtung, wenn der Herausgeber der 
Vita Constantiniy I. Heikel, mit lapidarer Kiirze vermerkt*: 
yyol ixTog kann nach eusebianischem Sprachgebrauch, und wie 
das gleich Folgende zeigt, keineswegs die ,auBeren Angelegen- 
heiten* bedeuten. Dies wird durch rd ixrog ngdyfiara ausgedruckt“. 
Das gleich Folgende, das Heikel meint, ist die kurze Erlauterung, 
die Eusebios selbst an die wortliche Wiedergabe der Worte 
Konstantins anschlieBt: dxrfAovda de rcb X6y(p diavoovfievog roix; 
dj^%o\ih(yo(; dbiavrag ineaxdTiei, TiQoikQeTie de darpieq Sv dvvafjiig xov 
emePrj lieraduoxeiv pCov, 

Fiir Eusebios gait demnach — und er hielt offensichthch 
seine Interpretation fiir sprachlich-begrifFlich gerechtfertigt — 
die Gleichung: ol ixrdq = ol dnavreg. Nach seiner 

AuflFassung hat daher Konstantin Aufsicht iiber alle seine 
Untertanen gefiihrt, und er hat es sich zur Pflicht gemacht, 
eben diese Untertanen zu einer frommen, also zu einer christ- 

^ Vgl. J. Straub, Augustins Sorge um die Regeneratio Imperii, Hist. 
Jahrb. der Gorresges. 74 (1953) 37 f. 

* W. Kamlah, Christentum und Geschichtlichkeit, die Entstehung 
des Christentums, 2. Aufl. 1961, 140 ff. 

® a. a. O. 369 Anm. 98. 

* Eusebius-Werke Bd. 1 (GCS 7) p. LXIV. 
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lichen Lebensfiihrung anzuhalten. Das will doch wohl besagen: 
die Heiden (und Haretiker) sollten zum rechten Glauben hin- 
gefiihrt w'erden; die Christen aber, die ja auch zu den 
djiavreg gehorten, sollten nnter der gleich fiirsorglichen Auf- 
sicht des Kaisers in der Pflege ihres Glaubens, ihres Lebensideals 
gefordert werden. In dieser Auslegung^ des allgemeinen Herr- 
schaftsauftrages, zu dem Konstantin sich von Gott berufen 
glaubte, lag sowohl die Aufgabe beschlossen, der sich der Kaiser 
gemeinsam mit den Bischofen zu widmen gedachte^, wie auch 
die besondere, die ihm allein anvertraut blieb: nur ihm stand 
die legislative und exekutive Gewalt zu, kraft der er die fur alle 
Reichsangehorigen verbindlichen Erlasse (v6fioi xal dund^eig, 
IV, 25) verkiindete*. 

Wer nun die V. C. IV, 25 erwahnten Verbote der Gotteropfer, 
der Gladiatorenspiele usw. in Betracht zieht, konnte leicht dazu 
verfiihrt werden, doch nur den 4veque des paiens im Kaiser 
zu sehen*. Aber bereits IV, 26/27 beweist, daB fxvgla roiaika 
PaaiXel 7Lqa%dhxa k(p ixaarrjg inaQx^^ gesamten, Heiden 
wie Christen umfassenden Bereich der Reichsverwaltung be- 
treffen, in dem der Kaiser „Aufsicht fuhrte“, die Verantwortung 

^ Sie wird in IV, 23 vorbereitet: der erste Satz (othrco fdv a&rdg iavzov 
Uqoto ist noch riickwarts bezogen auf das, was in IV, 22 ausgefuhrt 
wurde; es folgt die Uberleitung zu IV, 24 : xaddXcog di roig i5jid rff PcDfiolaiv 
dQXa Tc xal cfTQaTiantxoig nvXaiTidarjg oTiexkelovTo eldwlolargeCag, Bereits 

hier wird auf das — spater noch einmal erwahnte — Opferverbot hin- 
gewiesen, auBerdem noch auf den ErlaB iiber die Sonntagsheiligung, der 
Toig xoT* i&vog &Qxovaiv (s. S. 684, Anm. 1) zugestellt worden war. 

• Dariiber zuletzt: A. Dorries, Das Selbstzeugnis Kaiser Konstantins 
(Abh. d. Akad. d. Wiss. Gottingen, phil.-hist. Kl., 3. F. Nr. 34, 1954). 
Hit der tTbernahme dieses Missionsauftrags fuhrte Konstantin aber einen 
neuen Zug ins christliche Bild vom Herrscher ein: J. Straub, Kistoria 4 
(1956) 297 fif., 312 f. 

• Wie wichtig es ist, diese Tatsache bei der Beurteilung der kaiser- 
lichen Religionspolitik im Auge zu behalten, hat vor kurzem erst wieder 
W. EnBlin mit Recht betont: Die Religionspolitik des Kaisers Theodosius 
d. Gr. (Sitz.Ber. Miinchen 1953). 

• W. Sestons Blritik (a. a. O. 130: „he (sc. Eusebios) does not hesitate 
to distort the facts'*) ist berechtigt; da er selbst auf die „propaganda“ 
(p. 131) der Vita aufmerksam macht, ist zu bedenken, daB dieses Werk 
im Enkomien-Std abgefaBt ist, — zum Enkomion aber gehort die Auxesis; 
vgl. auBerdem A. Alfoldi, The Conversion of Constcmtine and Pagan 
Rome, Oxford 1948, 109 u. 135 Anm. 34. 
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fiir eine von christlichem Geist geformte Lebensordnung aller 
Untertanen tragen wollte. Eusebios erinnert an die Aufhebung 
der Gesetze iiber die Rechtsfolgen, denen Kinderlose und Unver- 
heiratete bisher unterworfen waren, an die Verordnungen iiber 
die Abfassung von Testamenten, iiber staatliche Anerken- 
nung von Konzilsbeschliissen^, iiber das Verbot fiir Juden, 
christliche Sklaven zu halten. Bevor er in IV, 28 wieder auf die 
speziell ralg ixxXrjalau; rov ^eov gewahrten Vergiinstigungen 
eingeht, gibt er noch einmal klar zu verstehen, daB er mit oi 
ixrdg die Untertanen schlechthin meint: ndcri fjtev laog ^ xai 
xoivoQ TiQOQ eimoilav. In IV, 29, wo er von den Reden und Vor- 
tragen spricht, die Konstantin — aber nicht „in der Kirche“, 
wo fiir ihn kein Platz war, sondem am Hof, im Palast — hielt, 
wird uns sehr deutlich nahegebracht, wie der inlaxoTioQ ratv 
ixToq selbst seine Sendung verstand: „Mit durchdringender 
Stimme bezeugte und kiindete er (seinen Freunden) an, daB sie 
Gott Rechenschaft geben miiBten fiir ihre Handlungen; ihm 
babe namlich der hochste Gott die Herrschaft iiber die Bewoh- 
ner der Erde (twv Inl yfjg) verliehen, er selber babe nacb dem 
Beispiel des Hocbsten ibnen die verscbiedenen Bezirke seiner 
Herrscbaft {rag xard iiiQog dvovxrjoeig) anvertraut, jeder miisse 

^ V. C. IV, 27: xai xovq rwv iniaxdTiwvdeSQovgTo^g tV cwddoig djifxpav&evrag 
i7iea(pQayKeT0, wg fiij i^eivai roig rwv &Qxov<yi rd ddiavra nagakdetw' nasnog 

ydjQ elvai Stxaarov rox^g iegelg rov ^eov doxifuoriQovg. Selbst wenn die im Nachsatz 
so emphatisch betonte Begrundung auf das Konto des Eusebios zu setzen 
ist, bleibt die Tatsache unbestreitbar, daB die Konzilsbeschliisse durch 
Reichsgesetz im staatlichen Bereich fiir verbindlich erkl^urt werden 
konnten; das bedeutet aber in diesem Fall, daB gegen die christlichen 
Untertanen wegen MiBachtung von Konzilsbeschliissen ein Strafverfahren 
von seiten der stewitlichen Behorden eingeleitet werden konnte. Bis zur 
endgiiltigen Begrundung der Staatskirche ist es noch ein weiter Weg (bis 
Theodosius), aber die Anfange der Entwicklimg zeichnen sich bereits klar 
ab (vgl. A. Alfoldi, The Conversion of Constantine the Great, 105ff.). Vor- 
laufig erschien es aber angebracht, den staatlichen Beamten die Beachtung 
der diesbeziiglichen Verordnungen einzuscharfen. Man beachte iibrigens: 
oirwv i^d/p dQxovxeg sind die Provinzialstatthalter; hier ist die Untor- 
scheidung „8taatlich-kirchlich“ klar erkennbaj* (zu den gehoren 

natiirlich auch die christlichen Untertanen, und unter den dQxoneg gab 
es um diese Zeit schon manchen Christen. Die Statthalter regieren aber 
an Kaisers Statt, also im Auftrage des hzlaxonog twv ixrdg {rdtv agxofiivwv 
dndvTOJv). 
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aber seinerzeit vor dem groBen Konig Rechenschaft fur seine 
Taten ablegen“: 

Der Universalherrscher, der sich von Gott berufen wuBte, 
lieB einen Ausspnich vemehmen, der bisher allein im llissions- 
anftrag der Borche verankert gewesen war: „Meinen Dienst 
hat sich die Gottheit zur Erfiillung ihrer Plane ausgewahlt, 
damit ich, mit hoherer Kraft begabt, das iiber alien hegende 
Unheil beseitige und damit zugleich das Menschengeschlecht, 
durch meine Mitwirkung erzogen, die Achtung der ehrwiirdigen 
Gesetze wieder annehme und der heilige Glaube sich unter dem 
Schutz Gottes mehre“^. Es ist hier nicht der Ort, um das Spiel 
der aufeinander zustrebenden und miteinander um die ver- 
tragliche Abgrenzung der Kompetenzen ringenden Krafte zu 
verfolgen; in diesem Zusammenhang verdiente gerade auch die 
vielgeschmahte Reichstheologie des Eusebios von Caesarea 
eine eingehende Wiirdigung*. Auf eine, wie mir scheint, sehr 
wichtige Beobachtung muB jedoch hingewiesen werden. 

Eusebios bringt in seiner Kirchweihrede von Tyros* das 
bekannte Bild von der Stadt Gottes, vom Tempel, in dessen 
von Mauem umgebenem Bezirk alien, die den unfehlbaren 
Glauben haben, je nach ihren Gaben und Kraften ein bestimmter 
Platz zugewiesen wird. Unter ihnen wird des Kaisers nicht ge- 
dacht. Da nun diejenigen, die nicht zur Gemeinde gehoren 
(ol auBerhalb des umfriedeten Bezirkes zu suchen sind, 

fragt man sich, ob etwa auch der Kaiser zu ihnen gehore. Wir 
wissen zwar, daB Konstantin spater in seinem Palast gemeinsam 
mit seiner Umgebung gebetet hat (bvxoq iv&eafwvg ajiedidov^), aber 
es ist doch bedeutsam, daB Eusebios den Ort dieses Gottes- 
dienstes als „eine Art“ KStche {ixxXriatag &eov tqStwv) be- 
zeichnet. Noch aufschluBreicher ist ein anderer Hinweis (H. e. 
IV 22, 1): old rig (!) fJ^ho^og Ieqojv dgyUav iv dutoQQifuoig etao) rolg 

1 V. C. 2, 28. 

* Dabei wird vor allem auf die jeweils dem literarischen Genoa (Kir- 
chengeschichte, Panegyrikoa bzw. Epithaphios) eigenen Stilgesetze zu 
achten sein. 

• H.e.X4, 2ff. 

^ H. e. X 4, 38. 

» V. C. IV. 17. 
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avTov Paaihxou; rafieioiQ xaiQolg i^cdazrjg fniiQag raxTolg eamov 
iyxXeluiv, pidvog fuivcp avrov TiQoacofjUXei # 6 ( 5 . 

Konstantin stand in einem unmittelbaren Verkehr mit Gott ; 
„aus dieser Verbundenheit mit der Gottheit gewann er eine 
priesterliche Haltung“, macht J. Vogt mit Recht geltend^ 
„Das besondere Nahverhaltnis, in dem er sich zur Grottheit 
fiihlte**, bestimmte die eigenwillige Form seiner Zugehorigkeit 
zur Christengemeinde: daB er sich zu ihr zahlte, hat er oft genug 
beteuert. Aber „er hat sich nicht unter die Katechumenen auf- 
nehmen lassen“, imd er hatte es sich gewiB verbeten, wenn man 
gewagt hatte, ihn zu der „groBen Menge des Volkes“ zu gesellen, 
die lediglich ,,mit dem unfehlbaren Glauben gewappnet“ war 
(Euseb. H. e. X 4, 63) und sich deshalb wenigstens im auBer- 
sten Vorhof der Karche aufhalten durfte. Streng genommen 
steht Konstantin daher bis zur Taufe auBerhalb der organi- 
sierten Kirchengemeinde. Als er sich am Ende seines Lebens 
taufen lieB, soil er erklart haben, daB er sich klinftig „dem 
Volke Gottes zugeselle und im (Jebete mit alien an der Feier 
des Gottesdienstes teilnehme***. Man wird diese spate Ent- 
scheidung ohne Zweifel „mit der Sonderstellung erkl&ren miissen, 
die Konstantin als ein mit gottlichen OflFenbarungen begnadeter 
Herrscher fur sich in Anspruch genommen hat“ (Vogt); man 
wird jedoch kaum fehlgehen, wenn man in diesem Ausspruch 
neben dem religiosen auch ein politisches Motiv sucht; „In 
der Hierarchie der christlichen Earche gab es noch keinen Platz 
fiir einen christlichen Kaiserund Konstantin wird sowohl 
im BewuBtsein der ihm unmittelbar zuteilgewordenen gott¬ 
lichen Berufung als auch mit Rucksicht auf seine kaiserliche 
Autoritat Bedenken getragen habA, sich in die tiberkommene 
kirchliche Ordnung einzufugen. „Religioses SendungsbewuBt- 

1 RAC Bd. 3, 360; die folgenden Zitate 359/361. Im Gegensatz zu 
J. Vogt mochte ich allerdings meinen, daB weniger die politische Absicht, 
„die Leitung der Kirche zu gewiimen“, als das „politi8che“ Bedenken, 
sich als Kaiser der bischoflichen Autoritat imterordnen zu miissen, die 
von ihm selbst gewahlte „Sonderstellung“ bestimmt hat. — Zur Frage 
„Religidses SendungsbewuBtsein und politischer Fuhrungsanspnich"* 
vgl. Straub, Historia 4 (1955) 312 f. 

* V. C. IV, 62, 3. 

* Straub, Historia 4 (1955) 312. 
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sein und politischer Fiihrungsajispruch^ ^ lieBen ihn daher jene 
Sonderstellung anstreben, von der eben schon die Rede war 
und die in der von Eusebios iiberlieferten Formel trefiFend 
charakterisiert ist. Die Kirche aber konnte sich, vorlaufig 
wenigstens, mit der vom Kaiser angebotenen Losung der Pro- 
blematik um so leichter abfinden, als ihre Autonomie grund- 
satzlich nicht in Frage gestellt zu sein schien. 

Eusebios selbst hat seit 312 das Bekenntnis Konstantins 
zum Christengott, zu seinem Sieghelfer, emst genommen; er 
bestatigte freudig den Kaisem Konstantin und Licinius, daU 
sie „ihre Liebe zur Tugend und zu Gott und ihre Frommigkeit 
und Dankbarkeit gegen Gott durch ihre Gesetzgebung be- 
kundet“ batten^; er verkiindete sogar in der schon erwahnten 
Kirchweihrede, Christus habe „seine Freunde und Vertrauten 
vor alien erhoben, nicht nur vor den Menschen, sondem auch 
vor den himmlischen Machten, vor Sonne, Mond und Stemen, 
vor dem gesamten Himmel und vor der gesamten Erde iiber 
alle Herrlichkeit**®. Es gab jedoch fiir ihn keine Moglichkeit, 
dem ungetauften Kaiser innerhalb der kirchlichen Hierarchie 
einen ihm etwa zukommenden Platz einzuraumen. Insofem 
bleibt auch ihm die Grenze zwischen denen, die elacD rfjg ipcxXrj- 
alag und den iibrigen, die ixrog Tr\g iTockrjaiag stehen, un- 
antastbar. Eusebios hatte aber andererseits ebensowenig sein 
Einverstandnis gegeben, wenn ihm zugetraut worden ware, er 
hatte deshalb Konstantin ftir einen Heiden gehalten. Denn 
das war fiir ihn iiber allem Zweifel erhaben: Konstantin war 
nicht nur, wie TertuUian es einmal, sogar in der Zeit der „Ver- 
folgimg“, ausgedriickt hatte, homo a deo secundus^, er war 
personlich und immittelbar von Gott, vom wahren Christen¬ 
gott, berufen und durfte daher im Hinblick auf diese Erwahlung 
eine den Bischofen vergleichbare Ehrenstellung einnehmen. Die 

^ Straub, a. a. O. 313. 

* H. e. IX 11, 8; vgl. Straub, Historia 4 (1955) 311. 

» H. e. X 4, 15. 

* Ad Scap. 2; vgl. Optatus v. Mileve, Contra Farm. Donat. 3, 3 (CSEL 
26, p. 75, lOf.): cum super invperatorem non sit nisi solus deus, qui fecit 
im/peratorem (A. Ehrhardt, Constantin d. Gr. Religionspolitik und Gesetz¬ 
gebung, Savigny-Ztschr., Roman. Abt., 72 (1955) 127ff.; bier 149). 
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Bischofe sind, das hat Eusebios am Beispiel des Bischofs von 
Tyros erkennen lassen, Stellvertreter Christi^ in der Aufsicht 
iiber die Kirchengemeinde; in der Aufsicht fiber die politische Ge- 
meinde ist der Kaiser Christi Stellvertreter^. 

Der BegrifF des Politischen darf jedoch nicht zu eng gefaBt 
werden, da dem Politiker gerade auch vom religios-kirchlichen 
Raum her Aufgaben zuwachsen, deren Erledigung ausschlieB- 
lich seiner Zustandigkeit vorbehalten blieb. 

Es geniigt, wenn in diesem Zusammenhang zwei Vorgange 
kurz gewiirdigt werden, die in der Vita Constantini erwahnt 
sind: die Berichte fiber die Einberufung von Konzilien und der 
Brief Konstantins an den Perserkonig Sapor II. 

Bereits im Einleitungskapitel des IV. Buches begegnet uns 
ein Ausdruck, den VittinghoflF zur Bechtfertigung seiner Inter¬ 
pretation herangezogen hat. „Wahrend der Kaiser so GroBes 
zum Bau zur Verherrlichung der Kirche Gottes leistete und 
alles tat, um die Lehre des Erlosers in hochstes Ansehen zu 
bringen, vemachlassigte er doch nicht die auBerkirchlichen 
Angelegenheiten xwv ixrog xarcohycogei TiQayfJuixoii^).^^ 

Im folgenden wird dann nach einigen allgemeinen Bemerkungen 
fiber Konstantins xoivij Ttgog djiavrag . . . JicaQix^ xr^efiayia 
an verschiedenen Beispielen gezeigt, was wir imter rd onrdc 
TtQayflora verstehen dfirfen*: Schenkimgen, Verleihung von Titeln 
und Amtem, SteuererlaB, und — Barbarenkriege, Empfang aus- 
wartiger Gesandten. SchlieBlich kommt Eusebios dann aber auf 
die Verhandlungen zu sprechen, die Konstantin mit dem Perser¬ 
konig in der Absicht, einen Vertrag mit ihm zu schlieBen, ffihrte. 

^ H. e. X 4, 67: dAA’ h navxtav dgxovrt tacog atkdg JAo? iyxd&ijTai 

Xgundg, h dk rolg fier* axndv devTBqewAKfiv avcMywgy 6aov ixctarog 
Xqiotov dwdfiecDg xai nvBVfjunog dylov fiegiofioig, 

* J. Straub, Herrscherideal 123; Eu8eb.,Triak. 7,13(GrCS 7,p. 215,31). 
In dem gebotenen Rahmen muB auf eine Erorterung der mit dieser 
Feststellung zusammenh^genden Probleme verzichtet werden. Die — ab- 
sichtlich — aus der Kirchengeschichte dee Eusebios zitierten Stellen 
diirften bereits beweisen, daB W. Sestons Bedenken gegen die „ortho- 
doxe“ Tendenz der Vita nicht bogriindet sind; die — panegyrischen — 
AuBenmgen des „Hofbi8chofs** Eusebios in der Tricennalienrede stehen 
nicht im Widerspruch zu den Auffassungen, die er im X. Buch seiner 
Kirchengeschichte und in seiner Kirchweihrede von T 3 rro 8 bekundet hat. 
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„Da er gar erfiihr, daB es unter dem Volk der Perser zahlreiche 
Kirchen Gottes gebe und daB unzahlige GlS^ubige sich den 
Herden Christi zugesellt batten, freute er sich iiber diese Nach- 
richt, wie wenn ihm die Sorge aller Volker oblige, und er brei- 
tete auch auf jenes Land wiederum seine allumfassende Fiir- 
sorge aus, old rig xoivdg xwv djtavraxov xrjdefiajv ndhv xdvrav&a 
rijfv {mkQ Twv ojidvxcov iTtoielro Ttgdvoiav,** Sieht es nicht so aus, aJs 
ob uns bier der inlaxoTtoQ twv ixzdg vorgestellt wtirde, der Sjtavrag 
roig dgxofihovg immdnei'i GewiB sind bier — scheinbar — nur die 
Christen im Spiel. Auch der SchluB des Briefes, der im Wortlaut 
wiedergegebenist, konnte die Annahme nahelegen, daB Eusebios 
mitden (SbravregdTravraxotJdochnursem^ Glaubensgenossengemeint 
babe, da Konstantin diese dem Schutz ibres GroBkonigs anver- 
traut. Aber Eusebios stellt, oflFenbar inGbereinstimmung mit Kon¬ 
stantin, diese jiq6voui unter einen anderen Aspekt: da der Kaiser 
schon von der segensreichen Wirkung der Verehnmg des wahren 
Gottes und der toleranten Behandlung der Christen fur das 
allgemeine Wohlergehen des Herrschers (und seines Bereiches) 
gesprochen hatte, konnte er sein abschbeBendes UrteU in der 
Bemerkung kundtun, daB „die Volker auf dem ganzen Erd- 
kreis gleicbsam von einem Steuermann gelenkt werden'^ daB 
dank der universalen Fiirsorge des Kaisers „alle in tiefer, un- 
gestorter Rube ihr Leben hinbringen konnten“^. Im Verkehr 
Konstantins mit dem persischen GroBkonig konnten die beiden 
Aspekte, mit denen wir es zu tim haben, sprachlich zutreiSend 
charakterisiert werden: die Sache selbst meint das ovx 
TWV haog Tzgayfidrcov - den Bischofen war z. B. eine diplomatische 
Mission dieser Art nicht erlaubt; bier war der Kaiser zustandig. 
Dieser aber handelte als xoivdg twv ojiavraxov TcrjdeiJiwv; bier 
ist der personale Bezug angedeutet, unter dem ol ixrdg mit 
ol ajtavraxovy ol ajiavraxov djiavreg identifiziert werden mtissen. 

Das andere Beispiel Hefert der Hinweis auf Konstantins Ver- 
dienst um die Einberufimg von Konziben. Im ersten Buch der 

^ V. C. IV, 14: OihcD dij Xouidv rd>v dnavraxov rfjg obcov/jUvrjg wctisq 

hi KVpBQvifcfj diev&wofiivojv xal xijv vnd T(p ^eganovri rov ^eov nohrelav 
dana^ofiivcov, firfievdg firpciri *Pa)nalajv dtQX^y ^ evara^ei 

xal aroQdxfp PUp Cojijv difjyov olndvreg. PaaiXelig di xqivag avxm xd fuyd}ja, 
awrelveiv ngdg xijv tujv dAcov (pvlax^ rag twv ^eoaepwv evxdg xxX ... 
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Vita (41flF.) ist im AnschluB an den Bericht iiber den Sieg am 
Ponte MoUe der Philanthropia des Kaisers gedacht, die er 
„unterschiedslos gegen alle“ bekundete. Er zeichnete die „Diener 
Gottes'' mit seiner Gunst aus, lieQ Kirchen bauen, bedachte sie 
mit Stiftungen. Den Armen wendete er Greldspenden zu: rovrcuv 
c5’ ixrdg xai xolg l^ay&ev avrcp TiQoaioixJiv (pihiy&Qomov Tcal svegye- 
Tixdv naqixojv iamdv. 

Wir werden vom Thema keineswegs abgelenkt, wenn wir an 
diesem Punkt einen Exkurs einschalten. Der zitierte Satz wird 
vom tJbersetzer^, wie mir scheint, falsch ausgelegt. Das MiB- 
verstandi^ kommt dadurch zustande, daB Eusebios, der in 
Kap. 43, wie die Gberschrifb richtig wiedergibt, von „Konstan- 
tins Wohltatigkeit gegen die Armen und Diirftigen** Zeugnis 
geben will, seinen Bericht mit der allgemeinen Bemerkung ein- 
leitet: „Verschiedene Geldspenden wendete er den Bediirftigen 
zu“, um dann mit den bereits griechisch zitierten Worten fort- 
zufahren, die P. Pfattisch so iibersetzt: „und auBerdem zeigte 
er sich auch denen, die auBerhalb der Kirche standen und sich 
ihm nahten, giitig imd wohltatig“. Wir haben es bier auf Jeden 
Fall mit einer „Tugend“ des Kaisers zu tun, deren in den iib- 
lichen Fiirstenspiegeln der antiken Panegyrik nicht gedacht 
wurde, wenn die evegyealai, die (piXav^gomla zu preisen waren*. 
Es handelt sich um die Armenpflege, deren Dienst sich die 
Kirche in Erfiillung des gottlichen Liebesgebots von Anfang an 
mit besonderem Eifer gewidmet hatte®. Wir diirfen nunmehr 
zur Kenntnis nehmen, daB Konstantin selbst die tJbung christ- 
licher Caritas nicht mehr der Diakonie der Kirche cJlein iiber- 
lassen wollte, sondem daB er sie auch in den Kanon seiner 
Herrscherpflichten aufgenommen hat. Die zunachst miBverstand- 
liche AuBerung des Eusebios kann daher nichts anderes sagen, 

^ P. Johannes Maria Pfattisch, Bibliothek der Elirchenv&ter, Eiisebios 
Bd. 1, 1913. 

* Vgl. Glanv. Downey, Philanthropia in Religion and Statecraft in 
tho Fourth Century after Christ, Historia 4 (1955) 199£r. (dort weitere 
Literaturangaben). 

* Von W. Kabiersch, Bonn, ist eine Dissertation (in Masch.Schr., 
Bonn 1966) iiber Philanthropia bei Julian zu erwarten, die sich vor allem 
auch mit der Armenpflege alsAusdruck der herrscherlichen Philanthropie 
beschaftigt. 
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als daQ Konstantin sich unabhd,ngig von den kirchlichen Wohl- 
tatigkeitsinstituten als Kaiser um die Pflege der Armen kiim- 
merte, die er nicht nur mit Geld und Nahrungsmitteln, sondem 
auch mit Kleidem beschenkte. DaB mit toTq i^ax&ev avrco 
TiQoaioikJiv nicht nur solche Personen gemeint waren, die 
auBerhalb der Kirche — als Heiden — standen^, beweisen die 
folgenden Angaben. Er verhalf denen, die in guten Verhalt- 
nissen aufgewachsen und spater in Not geraten waren, zu neuem 
Besitz und zu eintraglichen Amtem. Er sorgte fiir Witwen imd 
Waisen und stiftete eltemlosen Madchen zur Heirat, die er 
vermittelte, die Aussteuer. Wieder sind es alle — ol elg jigdaomov 
axrtib Ttagidvreg djiavreg —, die er wie die Sonne mit den Licht- 
strahlen seiner Giite begluckte: xombg ^ev oilv jigog Snavrag 
tJv rotovrog — sagt Eusebios, indem er zu Beginn des nachsten 
Kapitels noch einmal kurz auf das zuvor Berichtete hinweist, 
um von dieser allgemeinen Fursorgetatigkeit diejenige abzu- 
grenzen, in deren GenuB sich die Kirche im besonderen erfreuen 
durfte: i^algerov de ixx^rjOLg rov &eov rijv nag^ avrov vifmv cpgov- 
rlda, 

Unmittelbar darauf erwahnt er dann die Einberufung von Syno- 
den: old rig xoivog hiloxoTtog ix 'deov xadeGrafxivog awodovg tcov tov &eov 
keirovgycbv (Twexgdrei, Der Wortlaut erinnert an das Selbstzeugnis 

^ Die ganze Stelle bediirfte einer ausfiihrlichen Interpretation: flav- 
xolag TC diadooetg roig hdeioiv jrotov/ievog, xovzwv <5* ixroq xai 

xotq i$co&ev a&c^ ngooiovai q)L?.dv&Qa)nov xai evsgyexixdv iaxnov, xolg 

fxiv in* dyoQdq fieraixovoiv olxrgolg xial xai dneQoifiivoig ov XQW^^^ n6vov 
oidi ye xrjg dvayxaiag zgcxpr'ig dl?A xal axinrjg evox^jf^ovog rov adifiojog ngovvdei, 
xolg (5* fiev xd 7iQd)xa yeyovdai plov di ^exa^olfi dvcnvx^fyaot darpOxarigag 
Tiagelxe xdg x^QVy^^- Es werden also folgende Gruppen unterschieden: 
1. Die Bediirftigen erhielten Geld. 2. AuBerdem erwies der Kaiser denen, 
die i$a)^ev zu ihm kamen, seine Fiirsorge {(pi?jiv&gam[a, evegyeala), und 
zwar lieB er a) denjenigen {xolg piiv), die auf der Agora, also auf den 
offentlichen, nicht zur Kirche gehorenden Platzen bettelten (oi i^ax&ev 
avxm ngoaiovxeg = ol in* dyogdg piexaixovvTeg), Geld und Speisung und 
Kleidung, b) denjenigen (xolg Si), die friiher wohlhabend und nun ver- 
armt waren, cindere, ihren Bediirfnissen entsprechende Leistungen zu- 
kommen (wird an einzelnen Beispielen naher erlautert). Am SchluB ist 
wieder ganz allgemein die Rede von xolg elg ngdaconov avxcp nagiovaiv 
dnaai xolg xrjg nag* avxov xvx^lv inixovglag ngooSoxijaaaiv; sie sind identisch 
mit xolg i^co^ev avxqt ngoaiovatv. Es handelt sich offenkimdig nicht nur 
um Heiden. 
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Konstantins {iy(h di xGy» ixTOQ ixxXriala(^ ind &€ov xa&earapihoi; 
&v eirpf). Wenn uns nur diese Stelle bekannt w&re, mtifiten wir an- 
nehmen, daU Konstantin bereits auf den Titel eines episcopus 
episcoporum An&pmch erhob, den Lucifer vonCalarisseinemSohn 
Konstantins II. gegeniiber scharf zuriickwies^. Das authentische 
Selbstzeugnis Konstantins riickt jedoch die Grenzen wieder 
zurecht: proprio aensu konnte ihn auch Eusebios nicht als 
Bischof, geschweige denn als ,,Papst“ ansprechen. In der aus- 
fiihrlichen Schilderung des Konzils von Nicaea wird zum min- 
desten so viel klar, daB Konstantin den Vorsitz einem Bischof 
iibertragen und sich an den Abstimmungen nicht beteiligt 
hat^. In seinem freien Ennessen und in seiner Zustandigkeit 
jedoch lag die Erhebung der Konzilsbeschliisse zum Gesetz. 
Im einzelnen bleibt manches noch problematisch; aber so viel 
laBt sich immerhin sagen, daB der auch von Eusebios gewahlte 
Titel des xolvoq inlaxoTioQ die politische VoUmacht des Kaisers 
meint, die zugunsten der christlichen Kirche ausgeubt wurde, 
daB in ihm allerdings nicht mehr mit gleicher Prazision die 
Grenze gekennzeichnet ist, die den politischen vom religios- 
kirchlichen Bereich scheidet, 

Eine letzte Gberlegung mag die eingangs angedeutete Losung 
des Problems sichem, Kaiser Julian, der bekanntlich eine mit 
der christlichen konkurrierende Kirchenorganisation einzurichten 
bemiiht war, ordnete in einem Brief an Arsakios, den 
FaXarlag, an, daB die Priester einen zum Besuch ihrer Stadt 
eintreffenden Beamten nicht in der Offentlichkeit begniBen 
sollten, sondem elaco rcov tiqo&vqojv, wenn er in den Tempel 
komme^. Sobald dieser aber die Schwelle iibertreten babe, sei 
er wie jeder andere als Privatmann (Idvdnrjg) zu behandeln: 
SiQXev; yoQ avrdg, cog ola&a^ rcov hdoVy inel xal 6 &eIog ravra djiaird 
'deapSg. W.C. Wright iibersetzt den Passus so^: „you yourself, as 
you are beware, have authority over what is within**. In Wirk- 

1 Lucifer von Calaris (CSEL 14, p. 311, 26). 

* Anders W. Seston, a. a, O. 130; N. H. Baynes, Constantine the Great 
and the Christian Church, 1931, 87. 

* Ep. 84 a (431 c) in der Ausgabe von Bidez-Cmnont, Paris 1922. 

* The Works of the Emperor Julian (The Loeb Classical Libr.) Vol. Ill, 
1963, 73. W. Seston, a. a. O. 128 Anm. 9, nimmt — aus MiBverstandnis — 
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lichkeit ist auch hier der Genitiv riov Ivdov mascuL generis. 
Das beweist der folgende Satz: xal ol fihTUi&SfievoiTmTadXij&eidv 
elai ‘deoaepslQ, ol di dyve^dpLevoi rov Tvq>ov 60^0x67101 xal xevodd^oi. 

Innerhalb des Tempelbezirks gait also der Rang des Beamten 
nicht; der profane Bereich ist vom sakralen geschieden. Inner¬ 
halb des Temenos „herrscht“ der Priester auch iiber diejenigen, 
die auBerhalb selbst im Namen des Kaisers zu gebieten gewohnt 
und berechtigt sind. Die richtige Ubersetzung muB daher so 
lauten: you yourself have ... authority over those, who are 
within; denn auf nimmt TieC^ecr&ai Bezug, ol Tisi&dfxevoi 

sind ol ivdov. 

Von einer Spaltung der irdisch-menschlichen Existenz kann 
daher ebensowenig die Rede sein, wie etwa bei der Institu¬ 
tion der Gottesknechtschafb im hellenistischen Agygten, der 
H. Bonnet vor kurzem eine aufschluBreiche Untersuchung^ ge- 
widmet hat. „Dem Zustand des Knechtseins steht der Zustand 
des Freiseins gegenuber; dieser muB darum erloschen, wenn 
man sich in die Knechtschaft des Gottes begibt. Aber er er- 
lischt nur in dem Bezirke des Tempels. (Das besagt), daB die 
Gottesknechtschaft nicht an den biirgerlichen Rechtsstatus 
ruhrt. Die sakularen Rechtsverhaltnisse bleiben in Kraft“. 

Der Vergleich mit dem, was das Woit Konstantins aus- 
drlicken soli, bedarf keiner langeren Erorterung mehr. Unbe- 
schadet der kirchlichen Autonomie bleiben die sakularen Rechts- 
verhaJtnisse fur alle Reichsangehorigen, Heiden wie Christen, 
in Kraft. DaB diese insgesamt, sofem ihr biirgerlicher Rechts- 
status in Frage kommt, als ol ixz6g gelten, ergibt sich, ab- 
gesehen von der unmittelbar zur Erlautenmg von Eusebios 
angefiigten Bemerkimg, auch noch aus der Tatsache, daB der- 
selbe Eusebios etwa erwahnt, der erste an die Orientalen ge- 
richtete ErlaB Konstantins* sei in doppelter Ausfertigung ab- 

(vgl. A. Piganiol, T Empire chr6tien, 1946, 61 u. 137) an, daB „the phrase 
^vdov indubitably contrasts pagans and Christians (of 
whatever brand)“. 

^ A. Bonnet, Die Bedeutimg desTitels „Gotte8knecht“ im hellenistischen 
Aegypten, Ztschr. fur aegypt. Sprache u. Altertumskunde 80 (1956) Iff. 

* V. C. 11,24; II, 22; drmoiq xt xoig hexdq xal ndaiv i^veatv; vgl. S. 679, 
Anm. 1. 
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gegangen: dvo d6yiuira^ rd piev raig iTCK^rjclatg rov #eotJ, to Si xou; 
haoq Hard. n6hv dijpuxg xaraJtejLup&iv. 

Darin ist die Konzession an die in religids-kirchlicher Hinsicht 
autonome Stellung der Elirche zu erkennen, daQ solche Erlasse, 
vor allem, sofem sie religios-politischen Charakter haben, auch 
den Bischofen, nicht nur den Statthaltem zugetitellt werden. 
01 ixTog xard n6hv drjpLoi sind die politischen Gremeinden im 
Gegensatz zu den kirchlichen, die sich wie sie als drjpLoi ver- 
stehen, deren Bischofe ebenso wie die Beamten und Statthalter 
SiQXcmeg genannt wurden^. 

Natiirlich blieben andererseits weiterhin nach dem tradi- 
tionellen, biblischen Sprachgebrauch ol die Heiden, 

hob sich von ihren l&vri das auserwahlte Volk Gottes bewuBt 
ab; und m der Vorstellungswelt der privilegierten Bischofe und 
Kleriker, die in der Vollmacht ihres Amtes die „offizieUe“ 
Kirche repr^entierten^, belastete den staatlich-politischen Be- 
reich weiterhin die eschatologische Unterscheidung zwischen 
der civitas dei und der civitas terrena sive diaboli. Aber die „apo- 
kalyptischeMachteperspektive** hatte die „paulinische Ordnungs- 
perspektive“^ nicht zu verdrangen vermocht; und die canones 
des Konzils von Arles* hatten weder den Militardienst noch 
die Ubemahme staatlicher Verwaltungsstellen gutheiUen konnen, 
wenn die res jmblica schlechthin zur civitas diaboli gerechnet war¬ 
den ware. Canon VII handelt de j/raesidibus, qui fideles sunt. Diese 
christlichen Staatsbeamten, die unter der „Auf8icht“ des Kaisers 
stehen, bleiben gleichzeitig der „ Aufsicht* ‘ der Bischofe anvertraut : 

De praesidibus atUem, qui fideles sunt et ad praesidiatum consiliunt, 
ita placuit, ut, cum promoti fuerint, litteras quidem accipiant ectU- 
siasticas communicatorias, ita tamen, ut, in quibuscumque lods 
gesserint, ab epiacopis eiusdem loci cura illis agatuTt et si coeperint 
contra diaciplinam agere, tunc demum a communions exdudantwr, 
et de hia quidem, qui in re publica agere volurU, similiter. 

^ Dafiir bedarf es keines ausfuhrlichen Belegs; ein Beispiel: Eusebios, 
H. e. X 4, 63. 

* V. Campenhausen, Kirchliches Amt und geistliche Vollmacht in 
den ersten drei Jahrhunderten, Beitrage z\ir historischen Theologio 14, 
1953, 296 ff. 

® W. Elert, Zwischen Gnade imd Ungnade, Abhandlungen dee Themas 
Gesetz und Evangelium, 1948, 38ff. 

* App. IV ad Optat. Mil. (CSEL 26, p. 206fif.). 
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Die beiden „Hinsichten“, auf die bei unserer Untersuchung zu 
achten war, sind hier ebenso gewahrt wie in dem Brief Kon¬ 
stantins, mit dem der Proconsul von Afrika, AnuUinus, an- 
gewiesen wurde, nur den katholischen Klerikem die Immunitat 
zu gewahren: 61671BQ ixElvovq elaoj vfjq inagxiaq vfjg aolTimi- 
arevjbUvTjg iv rfj Ka'&oXtxfj iycxXi^aCqiy fi xaixiXiavdg iipeanjxei^ xipf 
a^Tcor iTtrjgealav rfj dylq. ravrf] •dgriGxelq. Ttagixanag ,.. &jid ndvrcov 
Sbuii 6jt?xbg rwv Xeirovgyuov fiov^o/iai dlewovgyrjfiovg duKpv^x&rjvai^. 
Die Kleriker versahen ihr priesterliches Amt in der Kirchen- 
gemeinde, deren Vorsteher Caecilianus war. Sie befanden sich 
gleichzeitig elao) rfjg bmgxUig^ deren Statthalter AnuUinus an 
Kaisers Statt iiber sie die „Aufsicht“ fiihrte. Sofem sie also von 
der kaiseriichen Verordnung betroffen waren, konnten sie im 
Sinne des Konstantin-Wortes als ol Imdg gelten wie die heid- 
nischen Priester, denen dieselben Privilegien weiterhin zu- 
gestanden blieben, wie die Donatisten-Kderiker, denen sie 
versagt wurden. 

Wie daher die dfjfwi ol ixrSg {ol i>cTdg xara ndXiv dfj/xoi) 
die politischen Gemeinden und Provinzen sind, zu deren Biir- 
gem die Christen nicht anders als die Heiden gehoren, so ge- 
horen zu denen, die als ol ixrdg vom Kaiser aus christlicher 
Verantwortung „beauf8ichtigt‘* werden, aUe Untertanen, die 
Christen so gut wie die Heiden, 

Es laBt sich denken, dafl der Vergleich, den Konstantin vor- 
geschlagen hatte, von einem Bischof anders formuliert worden 
ware. Aber wir sind mm einmal an die Perspektive gebunden, 
die der Kaiser selbst gewfthlt hatte. Und es ist nicht einzusehen, 
warum wir sein Wort anders, als Eusebios es getan hat, auslegen 
soUten. Indem wir uns fiir die vorgeschlagene Auslegung {ol ixrdg) 
ent«cheiden, bleiben wir uns der Problematik bewuBt, die in dem 
Augenblick auftauchte, in dem der Kaiser, ohne getauft zu 
sein, dem christlichen Glauben anhing imd sich einer Aufgabe 
verschrieb, die bisher aUein der Kirche vorbehalten war. 


^ H. V. Soden — H. v. Campenhaiisen, Urkunden zur Entstehungs- 
geschichte des Donatismus. (Kl. Texte fiir Vorl. u. tJbungen H. 122, 
2 . Aufl. 1960, S. 21.) 
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Constantine^s Holy Land Plan 

W. Telfeb, Langton 

The thesis of this paper is that the Holy Land formed an 
essential piece in the working out of Constantine’s religious 
policy with special reference to promoting the unity of Christen¬ 
dom. The evidence in support of this thesis is largely drawn 
from the Vita Constantini, of which one of the motives may 
have been to claim the continuance of the same policy at the 
hands of Constantins. It will be convenient, in this paper, to 
assume the authenticity of the V. C. and leave to a second 
paper any further discussion of that subject. It will be here 
assumed that the testimony of the V. C. is the testimony of 
Eusebius of Caesarea, and that it is his interest in the Emperor’s 
plans for the Holy Land that it discloses. Ten or twelve years 
after the death of Eusebius, Cyril of Jerusalem is seen pro¬ 
moting the same interest. 

The point in the V. C. at which to take up the story is HI. 25. 
Nicaea is over, and “after these things, the pious Emperor 
addressed himself to another memorable work, this time in the 
province of Palestine”. We have been told in I. 19, that Con¬ 
stantine became acquainted with Palestine while he was with 
Diocletian. We know that Diocletian passed southwards through 
Palestine in 296 a. d. on his way to suppress the rising of Achilleus 
in Egypt. But the debated question of Constantine’s year of 
birth makes it well to say, simply, that in whatever year Con¬ 
stantine was in Palestine, in view of the many Christians, at 
that time, in the imperial household, he probably learned, thus 
early in life, what were the topographical associations of the 
Holy Land for Christians. 

Again, in II. 72, Constantine teUs the ecclesiastical bellige¬ 
rents at Alexandria that he had journeyed more than half 
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way from Nicomedia to the Holy Land when he was halted and 
sent back by the news that the peace of the Church was once 
more broken. He pleads with them, “Open, then, for me the 
road to the regions of the East”. This appears to mean “the 
road to the Holy Land”. Constantine, we gather, would only go 
in person to the Holy Land when his care for the unity of the 
Church appeared to have been blessed by God. Finally there 
is the passage in IV. 62, where Constantine, at the time of 
being baptized on his deathbed, tells the officiants, “I had 
thought to do this in the waters of the river Jordan”. So we may 
understand the V. C. as implying that the Emperor’s baptism 
in Jordan was to have been the dramatic sequel to such a paci¬ 
fication of the Christians of East and West as he sought so 
earnestly through the synod of Nicaea, but that the repeated 
failures of the churchmen to agree postponed this great step 
until the summons of death called Constantine to a clinic 
baptism instead. 

With these things in mind, we can approach III. 25—53, 
the chapters of the V. C. which tell of Constantine’s works in 
the Holy Land. First we are told that Constantine was inspired 
by Christ to make the place of His resurrection “a centre of 
attraction (Ttegupavrj) and venerable to all”. This is to credit 
Constantine with deliberately promoting pilgrimage to Jerusalem. 
We remember how, in the second century, the notion of catholic 
unity was fostered by Christian travellers. It is possible, also, 
that Constantine’s impressions of the Church were deepened 
through his own travels. And whereas, in 325 a. d., provin¬ 
cialism was a menance to the unity of Church and empire alike, 
Christian pilgrimage might well prove an antidote as regards 
the former. 

Now III. 25 says (and here there is support from Jerome^) 
that the government of Palestine had denied to Christians 
access to their chief holy spots, by the expedient of erecting 
over them mounds crowned with pagan shrines. Jerome names 
Hadrian as erecting in this way a shrine of Venus over the Holy 
Sepulchre. And when we consider how Hadrian dealt with 

I’Epistle LVIII. 3. 
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Jewish sacred sites after the Baroochba rising we can believe 
that Christian holy spots were included in the same plan to 
neutralize all possible rallying-points for religious and racial 
fanaticism. In III. 26—28 is told how Constantine ordered the 
demolition of the shrine and mound above the Holy Sepulchre. 
(It appears that Licinius had refused to hear a plea to that end.) 
Then “the hallowed monument of our Saviour’s resurrection 
was discovered”. “Christ rose from the grave, and now His tomb 
did the like.” Again, in III. 29, Constantine orders a magnifi* 
cent church to be built at the spot. The text continues, “This 
object he had indeed for some time had in view, and had foreseen, 
as if by the aid of a superior intelligence, that which should 
afterwards come to pass”. It thus appears that the location 
of the Sepulchre was a matter of traditional knowledge among 
the Christians, and that Constantine both knew this and had 
determined on excavation before it was politically possible for 
him to carry it out. In Constantine’s letter to Maccudus (HI. 
30—32) the result of the excavation is described as a marvel 
(^av/ic), and the previous covering over of the Sepulchre as a 
stratagem of Satan. 

The basilica which Constantine next ordered to be built was 
not over the Sepulchre, which apparently remained in the open 
air. The V. C. says that Constantine “Beautified the sacred 
cave with rare columns and the most splendid decorations of 
every kind”. What this expression means is that the mason’s 
chisel was iised on the actual rock of the tomb. CyjH of Jeru¬ 
salem, Catechetical Lecture XIV. 9, says that “the door of the 
Sepulchre appears not, the outer wall having been hewn away 
for the sake of the present adornment; for before the Sepulchre 
was decorated by royal zeal, there was a hole in the face of the 
rock”. Constantine, in other words, had the rock-face cut away, 
so that the tomb-chamber and loculus were laid open to view. 
Decoration, no doubt followed. 

Along the ridge of rock running eastwards from the Sepulchre 
was built the basilica. At first the whole group was called the 
Martyry, and its surroundings. New Jerusalem. This seems to 
show that the line of the old north wall of Jerusalem could 
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still be traced, in 326 a. d., so that the new sacred area could 
be seen to be “without a city wall”. Round this area a new city 
wcJl was now carried. 

From Jerome and Theophanes^ we know that the Martyry 
basilica was the work of an architect from Constantinople 
called Zenobius. With him was a presbyter Eustathius, also from 
Constantinople. His part seems to have been to reach an under¬ 
standing with the clergy and ascetics of Jerusalem on the 
liturgical uses to which the building was to be adapted. There 
was, of course, no actual Constantinople at this date. But we 
can regard Zenobius and Eustathius as members of the imperial 
staff that was bringing Constantinople into being, now seconded 
to serve the Emperor’s purposes in the Holy Land instead. 

The themes of Church unity and the Holy Land come together 
again in 336 a. d., when the basilica of the Martyry was ready 
for dedication. The Synod of Tyre, whence the bishops came 
to Jerusalem for the dedication, was aimed at the restoration 
of peace in the Church. The arrangements for the dedication 
were on a scale of magnificence that bears witness to the im¬ 
portance which the event had in the eyes of Constantine. Part 
of the “bloodless sacrifice” with which the basilica was hallowed, 
as we learn from V. C. IV. 46, consisted of prayers for the 
Emperor and his pious sons. The task of Eusebius, on this 
occasion, was to compose a description of the basilica for Con¬ 
stantine, who was still debarred, by the dissensions of his eccle¬ 
siastics, from entering the Holy Land in person. 

In 351, on 7 May, a morning parhelion was visible from 
Jerusalem. The moment was one of crisis, in the life of Con¬ 
stantins, who was in desperate need of two things, victory over 
Magnentius, and a fruitful second marriage. Cyril wrote a 
letter to Constantins to describe and interpret the “sign” seen 
from the Holy City. He offers his intelligence as “firstfruits” 
of his episcopate. Cyril evidently regards himself as, in a special 
way, client of the Emperor. Accordingly, when, in 357 a. d., 
the Provincial Synod of Palestine deposed Cyril on the charge 

^ In their Chronicles, under the year 326. Theophanes is supported 
by the 8th century Chronicon Miscellaneum in the matter of Zenobius. 
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that he had improperly sold consecrated gifts, Cyril appealed 
to the Emperor. Cyril, it appears, had had to keep alive his 
army of “poor saints” through a famine, and, to do this, had 
sold gifts received from the imperial family. Cyril was summoned 
by the Emperor to the Synod of Seleucia, by which he was 
exonerated. The story suggests that Cyril regarded his see as 
an “Imperial peculiar”. But the favour of the Emperor involved 
in such a position was by no means the full measure of Cyril’s 
expectations. Cyril believed that, when Antichrist appeared, he 
would become the Senior Augustus in a disputed succession, 
gain control of the world, allow the Jews to restore the Temple, 
and so present himself in it as the object of all worship. Then 
would the saints of Christ in Jerusalem meet their martyrdom 
in what would be the world’s last agony (Catechetical Lecture XV). 

Such ideas about the Last Time bespeak a more immediate 
expectation that, fostered by Christ-loving Emperors, Jerusalem 
would once again become the heart of Christendom, to be the 
Church of Christ’s return as it had been the Church of the 
beginning. When Cyril died, Theodosius the Great was on 
the throne, and as far as pilgrimage could effect such a thing, 
Jerusalem had become the holy place of Christendom. But in 
spite of the fact that the V. C. was now in wide circulation, the 
Theodosian dynasty took no steps to advance upon the status 
quo. This is not surprising. The Roman church, at any rate, 
was in no mind to fulfil Cyril’s dream by retiring to the periphery 
of Christendom in favour of Jerusalem. Nor were the other 
patriarchates more ready. Nevertheless, Cyril’s ideas are 
worth noting because they may spring from something that 
was bom in the mind of Constantine. There is nothing that 
can be called “anti-Rome” about the building of Constantinople 
or the promotion of the status of Jerusalem. But both show a 
certain independence of Constantine in relation to the Rome- 
idea. 
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